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INCLUSION OF ACCREDITED SERVICE RENDERED 
STATES OR INSTRUMENTALITIES OF STATES FOR 
RETIREMENT PURPOSES 


FRIDAY, JUNE 17, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMiItTrEE ON Post Orrice AND Civit SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. James C. Davis (chairman 
of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The subcommittee will come to order, please. 

This subcommittee, composed of Mr. Dowdy, Mr. Alexander, Mr. 
Kilgore, Mr. Gross, Mr. Cederberg, Mr. Henderson, and mee as 
chairman, has been appointed to consider H. R. 3687, H. R. 139, H. R. 
379, H. R. 1789, H. R. 3799, H. R. 4531, and H. R. 5144. Theze bills 
are all similar in purpose. 

The purpose of these bills is to authorize the crediting of employ- 
ment time spent on certain Federal-State projects for retirement pur- 
poses under the Federal retirement system. Such periods of em- 
ployment are to be credited as allow able service toward civil-service 
retirement annuities, provided that the employee has (1) at least 5 
years of Federal service in a position which is under the Federal re- 
tirement program; (2) the performance of service under Federal- 
State programs is certified to by the head of the executive dep: urtment 
of the Federal Government which administers the law authorizing 
such programs; and (3) the employee deposit to the credit of the civ il- 
service retirement fund an amount equ: al to the sum which would have 
been deducted from his basic compensation had he been subject to the 
Civil Service Retirement Act, plus required interest. 

The bills also provide that where the combined annuity received 
by him from the State and from the Federal Government exceeds an 
amount equal to 80 percent of his highest average annual basic salary 
during any 5 consecutive years, that the annuity payable under the 
Federal Retirement Act shall be reduced so that the aggregate amount 
shall not exceed 80 percent of such average annual salary. 

The bills also provide time limitations for filing an application for 
this increased time credit toward retirement annuity. 

The members of this subcommittee have been furnished copies of 
the various bills under consideration, together with the reports on the 
proposed legislation from the Civil Service Commission and the Bu- 
reau of the Budget. If the members have had the opportunity to read 
these reports—and I am sure you have—they will recognize that this 
legislation is somewhat controversial inasmuch as the reports from 
these two agencies are both adverse to this legislation. 








2 ACCREDITED SERVICE 


The Committee on Post Office and Civil Service of the Senate has 
reported out a similar bill. The members have been furnished a copy 
of the reported bill of the Senate committee, together with the report 
accompanying it. 

The subcommittee has received a number of prepared statements 
which will be placed in the record at the appropriate time. 

Representatives of employee organizations, the Civil Servic Com- 
mission, the General Accounting Office, and others have been invited 
to testify. The authors of the various bills under consideration have 
also been notified of this hearing and invited to testify. We welcome 
the members who are here this morning and wish them to know that 
the subcommittee will appreciate their views on the subject matter of 
these bills or any portion of them. 

The first witness will be Congressman Byron Rogers. 

Mr. Rogers, we are glad to have you with us and will appreciate 
very much having your statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BYRON G. ROGERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO 


Mr. Rogers. Thank you. Unfortunately, I do not have more than 
one copy of my statement, and that is merely in rough draft with a 
lot of pencil notes on it. 

My name is Byron G. Rogers. I am a Representative of the First 
Congressional District of Colorado, which constitutes the city and 
county of Denver. I have introduced H. R. 3799, which provides that 
any person who is now eligible and now serving under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, may obtain additional credits under 
the act for all periods of service rendered by him as an employee of a 
State, or any instrumentality thereof, exclusively or primarily in the 
carrying out of a program authorized by an act of Congress, or the 
funds for which were made available, in whole or in part, by acts of 
Congress. 

My bill designates six specific acts of Congress. It is not limited to 
those six acts of Congress, but is intended to include all programs 
wherein an act of Congress was necessary and the moneys used were in 
whole or in part received from the Federal Government. 

And I want to point out that my bill, H. R. 3799, has a different 
wording from the other bills and it was purposely worded to not limit 
it to the six acts of Congress, as is provided in all of the other bills, 
but to include any act where an act of Congress was necessary and 
the funds were appropriated. That is the diflerence in my bill from 
the rest of the bills. 

I fee] the need for this legislation arises from the fact that during 
the early thirties Congress enacted many pieces of legislation and 
designated the rule of conduct for the State and the manner in which 
the act should be carried out, and contributed the money in further- 
ance thereof. There were many persons employed by the State who 
received their compensation either directly from the Federal Govern- 
ment, or the Federal Government paid the money to the State and 
thereafter the State paid the employee. Many of these employees 
believe they were actually employees of the Federal Government, 
because the funds were received from the Federal Government. In 
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this category are the Works Progress Administration, the Public 
Works Administration, the National Youth Administration, the 
Civilian Conservation Corps, and many others. 

Now my bill would require that in order to take advantage of this 
legislation, the person must now be serving under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, while H. R. 139 and H. R. 379 
provide that any person who has served for 5 years or more is eligible, 
and H. R. 1789, 5144, 4531, and 3687 have the same requirements as 
my bill. The other two bills are limited in scope. Mine is unlimited 
so long as the contribution was made by the Federal Government to 
the program. All bills require that any individual in order to be 
eligible must have had at least 5 years of credit under the Civil 
Service Retirement Act before he could take advantage of addi- 
tional credits under this legislation, and thereafter pay ‘the amount 
into the fund with interest at 4 percent to December 31, 1947, and 
3 percent thereafter. 

Now the intention of my bill and I believe the intention of all 
these bills is to allow credit to Federal employees who have qualified 
under this act and who received Federal funds in the performance 
of work where the Federal Government had contributed the money 
in one form or another to carry out a program. 

As I have indicated, there were a number of people in the thirties 
who received their check from the State or county but actually at 
least one-half or a larger portion of their salary—and in some in- 
stances all of it—was paid by the Federal Government, the State or 
county acting as an instrumentality, and they were engaged in or 
carrying out a program of the Federal Government. 

In short, that is the purpose and provision of my bill and I see 
no reason why there should be the objection that is made, particularly 
by the Bureau of the Budget, for the simple reason that if the indi- 
vidual has been employed for a period of 5 years in order to be 
eligible and has performed services for the State or instrumentality 
of the State in helping to carry out a program of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and he then comes in and pays his proportionate share, based 
upon his salary, then the additional credit he will pay for in the 
same manner as if he had been employed by the Federal Government 
at all times. I see no inequity in that and the reasons advanced here, 
because he was not an employee of the employer, that is, of the 
Federal Government, should not now deny him that credit. 

That is the extent of my statement. If there are any questions, 
I will be delighted to answer them. 

Mr. Davis. Have you studied the background of this legislation 
pretty thoroughly, Brother Rogers, and are you pretty well ‘familiar 
with everything involved in it? 

Mr. Rogers. I probably am not as familiar with all of the details 
of it as I should be. 

Mr. Davis. Well, your statement indicates you have a good grasp 
of the background. 

Mr. Rocrrs. Let me say I have a number of constituents who have 
taken the time to talk to me and I have sat and listened, and they 
have explained it to me, and former Senator Johnson, now Governor 
of the State of Colorado, had introduced a similar bill—the bil] he 
introduced was similar to the other bills that I have referred to— 
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and taking his bill and the other bills that have been introduced, it 
was pointed out to me that those bills were not sufficient to cover 
what we intended to cover. 

Mr. Davis. That is what I was leading up to. I wanted to ask 
you about the differences between your bill and some of these other 
bills. I was under the impression that all of those were identical 
bills except H. R. 5144. 

Mr. Rocers. Then let me direct your attention to my bill, H. R. 
3799, and take any of the other bills 

Mr. Davis. Take H. R. 3687, for instance, the one which the chair- 
man, Mr. Murray, introduced. 

Mr. Rocers. I will show you the differences in his bill and mine. 
When you get over on page 2, line 3, his bill says: 





services rendered as an employee of the State or any instrumentality thereof 
exclusively or primarily in the carrying out of a program. 

Then he lists the program of rural] rehabilitation, and so forth. I 
say: 

in the carrying out of a program authorized by act of Congress or the funds 
for which were made available in whole or in part by act of Congress, including 
without being specifically limited to. 

Now you take all of the other bills—— 

Mr. Davis. And then your paragraphs 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6 are the 
same as his? 

Mr. Rogers. That is right. And while his and all of the rest of 
them are limited to these six programs, mine goes much further and 
I say: 

a program authorized by act of Congress or the funds for which were made 
available in whole or in part by act of Congress. 

Now I know from the reading of them you would have the reaction 
“Gee, you are going to open up the whole program to cover every- 
body who may have been em sine”: say, for example, because he 

was under WPA, that would ara him under the qualifications. Now 
it does not do that unless he is now presently employed by the Federal 
Government and has had at least 5 years’ service and who is qualified 
now. 

Mr. Davis. Unless he is now presently employed by the Federal 
Government—would that provision in your bill exclude a lot of peo- 
ple who otherwise would come under this act under these other bills? 

Mr. Rocers. Of course it savs “presently employed.” It would not, 
except for this provision cited in section 2 on page 5, which says that 
section 6 of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, be 
amended to read: 

Such time limitation may also be waived by the Civil Service Commission in 
the case of an officer or employee who failed to file the required application for 
retirement within the prescribed time limit because at the date of separation 
from service the position he was occupying was not considered to be within 
the purview of this act. 

and his application, in such case, must be filed within 6 months. 

Now in trying to analyze that provision, inasmuch as any individual 
who may have served the 5 years and is now serving, and who must 
have served the 5 years in order to be eligible under all of these bills 
to come in under the Retirement Act, I do not see where there would 
be very many people. I cannot visualize, I should say, very many 
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ople who would have served 5 years and been eligible for retirement, 
aving served 5 years, who would not have taken advantage of the 
position and retired and received the amount he was entitled to under 
the law. And the only object and purpose of this section 2 is to permit 
him to come in and get his credits had he since been retired. 

Mr. Davis. The effect of that would be to give him 6 months addi- 
tional time to come in and qualify ? 

Mr. Rogers. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. And come under it? 

Mr. Rogers. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. I notice the language of the amended section 2 says 
“Such time limitation may also be waived by the Civil Service Com- 
mission.” Should that be “shall,” or should it be left up to the discre- 
tion of the Civil Service Commission ? 

Mr. Rogers. Well there could be loopholes in all pieces of legisla- 
tion and, if there should happen to develop any in this, the Commission 
should be given some authority that they may waive it. 

Mr. Davis. You think the word should remain “may,” then? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. And you feel that this section 2 would take care of any 
person who previously was separated from the civil service, in view 
of the provision in your bill that it should apply to those people who 
are presently in the Federal service ? 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. That this would take care of those whe have been sepa- 
rated ? 

Mr. Rocers. That is right. 

Mr. Dowpy. I am trying to get in my mind just what the bill means. 
T notice in your bill you provide— 
that any party who is doing any work for any State or instrumentality thereof 
in carrying out a program authorized by Act of Congress or the funds for which 
were made available in whole or in part by Act of Congress. 

You mean those people, subsequent to that time, would have to have 
some direct employment with the Federal Government before they 
would come under the program / 

Mr. Rogers. That is absolutely correct: because my bill, H. R. 
3799, and all of the other bills with the exce ption of H. R. 139 and H.R, 
379 provide for an employee who is serving in a position within the 
purview of this act. Now in order to come in under my bill and all 
of the bills except H. R. 159 and H. R. 579, he must have qualified 
otherwise for retirement. All this does is to give to him a credit if 
he pays and, unless he pays, he does not get it. 

Mr. Downy. Here is what I am trying to find out: Say somebody 
had one of these jobs and then transferred over to some job where he 
was getting a check from the Federal Government, yet that person 
has been in the same job all the time—— 

Mr. Rogers. If he has been in the same job and he never qualified 
under the purview of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 
1930, as amended, he never comes uncer it. 

Mr. Downy. I am trying to decide about this: I do not know. Now 
why make a distinction? If the man is entitled to credit for doing 
this work toward retirement because he changes to another job, why 
should not he be entitled all the way through ? 

21558—58——-2 
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Mr. Rogers. Well, I will answer it in this manner, that all we are 
doing here is allowing additional credits. We are not qualifying 
individuals to come under the Retirement Act. He himself must 
qualify under the Retirement Act before he is entitled to any of the 
benefits as provided in my bill. If the man you talk about has never 
qualified, then he is in a different category from the one who has 
qualified. 

Mr. Dowpy. I was just projecting the thing a little bit into the 
future; because you realize if we give credit for part of their work 
now, in the next Congress they are going to have a bill up to give them 
all the credit. 

Mr. Rocrrs. No. 

Mr. Downy. At least they are going to insist on it, whether they 
get the bills through or not. 

Mr. Rogers. No. My bill does not say just part of the credit: my 
bill says “if he qualifies.” Having qualified then he gets it. 

Mr. Davis. Qualifies how; what constitutes qualifying? 

Mr. Rocrrs. If he qualifies under the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

Mr. Davis. By doing what ? 

Mr. Rocers. Well, you must serve for a certain length of time under 
it in order to be eligible, as provided in my bill. 

Mr. Davis. Take a specific illustration. Say, for instance, under 
paragraph 2, page 2, “The Federal-State cooperative program of agri- 
cultural experiment station research” and so forth; take a person who 
served under that and tell us just what you mean would happen to him 
under your bill ? 

Mr. Rocers. Under my bill, I would say if he served under that pro- 
gram, that in addition to serving under that, before he could get 
credit for it 

Mr. Davis. Is that program still in operation ? 

Mr. Rocers. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Davis. Suppose he was working in it all along and never came 
out of that program. 

Mr. Downy. And is still in it. 

Mr. Rocers. Well, if he never qualified under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act 

Mr. Davis. How can he qualify and still remain an employee under 
that program ? 

Mr. Rocers. He could not under that setup. 

Mr. Dowpy. Now how would he qualify? That is what I am trying 
to get at. 

Mr. Rocers. Suppose he left that and went back into the Federal 
service—— 

Mr. Davis. Suppose he did not leave it; suppose he has been there 
all the time and is there now ? 

Mr. Rocers. Then under my bill, as I interpret it, he would never 
come uncer it. 

Mr. Davis. What about under these other bills? 

Mr. Rogers. I think it is the same thing; because the object and 
purpose of this is, as we say, “who is serving in a position within the 
purview of the act.” That is section 5 of the Civil Service Retirement 
Act of May 29,1930. It is really covered. The only object and pur- 
pose of my bill and the other bills, as I interpret them, is if a man has 
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performed these services and later qualifies under the Federal civil- 
service retirement system, he can have an additional credit. It is a 
good deal like when we passed our own Retirement Act in 1946 or 
1947; we counted the years of past service, if we paid in a certain 
amount, then we could get credit for it. 

Mr. Davis. But this legislation is not intended to create a right on 
the part of the people who have served and are serving, for instance? 
Under this second subparagraph, “The Federal-State cooperative 
program of agricultural experiment station research,” and so forth, it 
is not intended to create any right on the part of those people to come 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act, but merely to give them 
credit in case they have qualified under the Civil Service Retirement 
Act and are not qualified, according to your bill. It is to give them 
the benefit of this extra credit if they temporarily served in this ca- 
pacity ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rocers. I should say that is what I had in mind. 

Mr. Downy. Let me pursue that a little further. These people, I 
suppose—in most States, at least—that are coming under this program 
are probably under a State retirement system and the purpose will be 
to give them double retirement. Now why make that distinction, that 
they are entitled to credit for those years that they worked under these 
programs; why make the distinction that you will give them credit 
for that, if they come in the Federal Government’s employme nt, and 
keep the ones that do not come in Federal employment from getting the 
same thing? 

Mr. Rogers. Those who may render Federal service, Mr. Dowdy 

Mr. Downy. You are making this to be Federal service as an ac- 
tuality ? 

Mr. Rocers. We are making it Federal service for the purpose of 
crediting, just the same as if you and I under the retirement system 
want to contribute 10 percent and get an additional amount as pro- 
vided in the civil-service retirement law. But we say to those people 
who come in under it that they shall pay this, plus the 4 percent in- 
terest, up to a certain date. 

Mr. Dowpy. It looks like perhaps the effect of it is going to be that 
civil-service retirement is eventually going to be extended to all State 
employees. 

Mr. Rogers. Oh, no; if you interpret that out of my bill, that is not 
what is intended. 

Mr. Downy. I do not mean from your bill, but I am saying it will 
be just the next step. 

‘Mr. Rogers. No; I do not think so; because here is the distinc- 
tion- 
Mr. Downy. It may not be bad; it may be good; I do not know. 

Mr. Rogers. You will find many instances in these programs where 
they may have been employed by the Federal Government prior and 
they go out and work in this program and then come back into the 
Federal service. Now are you going to say to those who are work- 
ing for the Federal service, “The minute you go out to carry out a 
program where the Government has contributed the most of the money, 
although the State itself actually carries the program out” that that 
employee should stop, look, and listen and say “Well, I lose my re- 
tirement rights; therefore I won’t go into that”? 
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The only object of this is that if he is qualified under the act and 
has had the 5 years’ service—and he has to have at least 5 years’ serv- 
ice in order to qualify for the annuity—he should have the credit. 
And then what is wrong with his making a contribution, especially 
when he has carried out a program that the Federal Government in- 
stituted in the first instance? 

Mr. Downy. I am not saying it is w rong; I am saying what is wrong 
with letting all of the other people come in under the same thing. 

Mr. Rogers. For the simple reason that they do not qualify. 

Mr. Downy. The law provides how they qualify? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Atexanver. Mr. Rogers, how many people do you estimate your 
bill would affect ? 

Mr. Rocers. To be honest with you, I have never made any compu- 
tation of it and I do not have any figures. Probably somebody from 
the association can give you that information later. 

Mr. Avexanper. Then you would not know how much the estimated 
cost would be, either? IT mean if you do not know how many people 
will be affected, you do not know what the cost would be. I am inter- 
ested also in knowing just what is the intention of section 2 on page 5. 
You have a sentence there adding an addition to section 6 of the Civil 
Service Retirement Act. In your own words, what was your inten- 
tion for that addition ? 

Mr. Rogers. What I had in mind was in the event an individual 
had qualified under the Retirement Act of the Federal Government, 
he could then come in and make his payments and be qualified and 
given credit for the length of time that he served. 

Mr. Arexanper. I thought that was taken care of over here in the 
main part of the bill. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes: but suppose he is already retired; suppose I had 
worked for the Government and had performed services in this cate- 
gory and I had retired, up to now the service that I performed—— 

Mr. Arexanper. Would be eligible? 

Mr. Rocers. Would not be counted toward my retirement. All this 
does is to permit me to come in and have credit for the service I ren- 
dered by paving up. That is my interpretation of it. I may be 
wrong, but that is my intention, at least. 

Mr. Arexanper. In other words, your bill is limited to people now 
working for the Federal Government, and this is a loophole there? 

Mr. Rocers. I presume that is the right wording to put on it, Mr. 
Alexander. It isan opening. 

Mr. Arexanner. Then the thing that interests me is just what did 
you actually do. 

Mr. Rocers. Keep this in mind: The purpose of this bill is not to 
make anv more people eligible for retirement: the only thing that it 
does is it says if you are eligible you can have additional credit by 
paying for it. 

Mr. Aurxanper. Is it not true that the purpose of the bill, and is 
it not the fact that under all of those specified six acts, in certain in- 
stances they were paid out of funds, the same workers were paid out 
of funds, where thev were Federal employees, and then there was a 
certain group that worked doing the same kind of work that were 
paid ont of State funds with some aid from the Federal Government, 
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and the purpose of this bill is to equalize that situation? Is not that 
right ¢ 

Mr. Rocers. That is right. 

Mr. ALExaNDER. Now, does not your bill go a lot further than that / 

Mr. Rogers. Mine goes much further by providing for employment 
under any program. I say— 
out of a program authorized by act of Congress of the funds for which were 
made available in whole or in part by act of Congress. 

As I indicate, it does open it up, but I think the limitation is that 
they must qualify otherwise and as is provided for under the Civil 
Service Retirement Act. 

Mr. Atexanprer. Do you know offhand of any groups that would be 
eligible other than these six that your bill woul 1 bring in? 

Mr. Rocers. Well, I will put it this way, that many times since I 
have been in Congress I have gotten requests from employees of th 
city and county of Denver saying “My longevity is not up to date: I 
have had such-and-such serv ice and, if I had so many years service, I 
would be entitled to this,” and I have never been able to take all of 
the services and ascertain which ones receive credit as a result of the 
work that they perform in a State program. Of course if it is a 
Federal program, there is no question about it, but what cre lits are 
given as a result of those things? I do not know. 

Mr. Gross. Under section 6, Mr. Rogers, would that bring in former 
CCC employees ? 

Mr. Rocers. It would, under my bill, if he otherwise qualifies. 

Mr. Gross. That is, if he serv ed in the CCC back in the thirties and 
now is presently employed by the Government, or had been employed, 
under the Civil Service Retirement Act he would come under the pro- 
visions of this bill ? 

Mr. Rocers. That is right. 

Mr. Gross. WPA employees would be the same way ? 

Mr. Rocrers. Yes; NY A, and others. 

Mr. Gross. And this service is cumulative; is that correct ? 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. Under your bill. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes; it would be. 

Mr. Gross. And the effective date is when? The effective date of the 
beginning of this service goes back to when—1930, did you say ? 

Mr. Rocers. No. 

Mr. Gross. I do not mean the effective date of your bill as such, but 
I mean the effective covered date. 

Mr. Rocerrs. The effective covered date is any program. I say “out 
of a program “authorized by act of Congress or the funds for ‘which 
were made available in whole or in part.” Now under my bill it would 

make any time that a person was employed under a program, as a 
result of an act of Congress wherein the funds were entirely or partly 
contributed by Congress, eligible to be counted. The service during 
that period of time “would act, I should s say, to extend the number of 
years that would be eligible to be conside red for retirement annuities. 

Mr. Gross. And going back, then, for all effective purposes, to the 
Civil Service Retirement Act / 

Mr. Rocers. That is right. 
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Mr. Downy. Now I want to go a little further on what I was talk- 
ing about awhile ago, about people still working under these programs 
and desiring to be under the Civil Service Retirement Act. 

A man was in my Office and later wrote me some letters. He was 
requesting that whatever bill we bring out would have an amendment 
to it, or at least he wanted us to consider the merits of a further ex- 
tension of coverage under the retirement system to employment in 
State agencies financed from Federal funds for services ‘rendered 
while engaged i in the administration of State unemployment compensa- 
tion laws, under title III of the Social Security Act, and State pro- 
grams providing public employment services under the provisions of 
the act of June 6, 1933. He is one of the people who wanted to be 
brought under it. 

Mr. Rogers. My bill would bring him under it. 

Mr. Dowpy. Although he is paid by the State for the work he had 
done, but the Federal Gover nment furnishing the money ? 

Mr. Rogers. I am assuming you are predicating your question on 
the fact that he subsequently qualified ? 

Mr. Dowpy. Well I do not so understand it. 

Mr. Rocers. Well, if he did not, that is not my intention in my bill. 

Mr. Dowvy. I know, and I suppose it is still true that in some of 
these offices you will find people working side by side, doing the same 
job, the money all comes from the same source; yet one gets his check 
from the Federal Government and the other gets his check from the 
State. 

Mr. Rocers. Yes. 

Mr. Dowpy. Now the fellow getting his check from the State would 
not be covered, while the man getting ‘his check from the Federal Gov- 
ernment would be covered under your bill? 

Mr. Rocers. Under my bill, if the man got his check from the State 
and part of the funds came from the Federal Government, and he 
subsequently qualified under the Civil Service Retirement Act, he 
would get the credit. 

Mr. Dowpy. What would he do to subsequently qualify ? 

Mr. Rogers. Suppose he quit that job 

Mr. Dowpy. Let us assume he stays in that job. 

Mr. Rocers. If he stays in that job, then he does not come under my 
bill. But let us suppose he convinces somebody in the Federal Govern- 
ment of his outstanding ability and he takes a civil-service examina- 
tion, is selected and goes in a position covered by the Civil Service 
Retirement Act and serves for a period of 5 years, he is then eligible 
and he can have that added to his credit. 

Mr. Downy. Although the man sitting right next to him, doing the 
same work, is not under it, or he would not be unless he persuaded them 
to change his check from that of the State to that of the Federal] 
Government ? 

Mr. Rogers. No: I think you are confusing the situation. 

Mr. Dowpy. I am not confusing it; I am trying to distinguish it. 
It is confusing to me. 

Mr. Rocers. May I say that the intention of my bill, whether it is 
so worded, or not, is to cover those instances of individuals who really 
are qualified under the Civil Service Retirement Act. Now after he 
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has qualified—he must first do that plus paying—all we do is to go 
back and pick that up and say he shall have credit if he pays. 

Mr. Downy. To qualify, he would have to work for the Federal 
Government for 5 years. 

He would have to get the Federal Government to write his check 
for 5 years before he would come under the program ? 

Mr. Rocrers. No; he would have to work for the Federal Govern- 
ment under their system. 

Mr. Dowpy. For 5 years. 

Mr. Rogers. Yes. 

Mr. Cross. The Federal Government for 5 years? 

Mr. Ropcers. Yes. 

Mr. Atexanper. Is one of the purposes of this bill to make it easier 
for the Federal Government to get outstanding State workers to come 
into the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Rocrers. No. To be honest with you, the purpose as far as my 
bill is concerned is for the benefit of those who are in that position who 
are now working for the Federal Government. 

Mr. Avexanpver. It would be an incentive for people to come into 
the Federal Government, would it not ? 

Mr. Rogers. I probably would, but that has not been directed to 
my attention. 

Mr. Davis. We thank you very much, Congressman Rogers, for 
coming and giving us the ‘benefit of this information. You cert: ainly 
have given us a lot of information to clear up the details of this 
legislation. 

Mr. Rogers. Thank you. If there is anything further I shall be 
delighted to assist in every way possible because, as I said before, 
I do have about 30,000 Government employees in or near my district 
and a number of them are interested in this legislation. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, sir. 

The next witness on the list is Congressman Ralph Harvey, who is 
the author of H. R. 379. 

Congressman Harvey, come around, please, and have a seat. We 
are very glad to have you with us and will appreciate whatever state- 
ments you see fit to make. 

Mr. Harvey. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH HARVEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am the author of 
H. R. 379, which is an almost identical bill with one that I introduced 
in the 83d Congress and which passed the House and failed in the 
Senate while on the Consent Calendar at the close of the session last 
year. 

This bill does provide for six ¢ ategories of qualifications, and a great 
number of the questions that you asked— 

Mr. Davis. Excuse the interruption. ‘Ts your bill identical with 
H. R. 3687 ? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; it is identical with Mr. Murray’s bill, and I think 
Mr. Marshall's bill is also the same as my own. 
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I would be willing to attempt to answer any questions you might ask. 
I might add that Mr. Lasseter is here and I think can provide answers 
of a technical nature probably more accurately and quickly than I can, 
and I know you all have known of Mr. Lasseter’s fine record of service 
and his broad background of experience, so that he is not only ade- 
quately prepared but he has a rich background. 

Mr. Davis. I am glad to know that Mr. Lasseter is present with us 
today, and we are counting on him to give us the technical details of 
this legislation, but our schedule calls first for the statements of Mem- 
bers who have introduced bills. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes. I might say that I have served in the past my- 
self as both an employee of the Extension Service in the capacity of 
an assistant on the staff at Purdue University, and as assistant county 
agent. However, my period of service there was on an intermittent 
basis, so I would not qualify in any respect and would not benefit from 
this bill. 

There is one little human interest story that I would like to relate 
which does illustrate to me the value that this legislation would have. 
As a vocational teacher under the Smith-Hughes Act—and I did serve 
in that capacity 5 years—the State itinerant teacher supervisor was a 
Mr. Richard Gregory, and he was a very excellent one. After he had 
served in that capacity at the State level for approxim: ately 15 years, 
he was offered the opportunity to come to Washington in the Office of 
Education, and he did, serving there until his death a year ago. He 
was one of the very finest educators, in my judgment, p: articularly i in 
the field of vocational education, that it has ever been my privilege to 
know, and it was partly due to his instance and his example that I 
interested myself in this legislation. 

I remember well when he had the offer to come to Washington, and 
he discussed it with me. I was at that time no longer teaching, but 
we were very close friends. He said: 

The reason I am reluctant to go is that I am on the way to qualifying for 
retirement under our State system here and I will lose all that credit and if 
I am lucky I might be with the Federal Government a matter of 20 years at 
the most and under that type of experience rating I would not qualify for a 
very adequate pension there. 

Ironically enough, he died just a very short time before his 
retirement. 

The extension workers as such, thinking particularly of county 
agents and such, who have been recruited in the Federal service have 
been included for some time now under an Executive order which, 
as I understand, has the force and effect of law. 

Mr. Davis. How are they paid now? 

Mr. Harvey. The county agents? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. Who issues their checks? 

Mr. Harvey. The county agents are issued a check by the State in 
Indiana and I assume that is true elsewhere. 

Mr. Davis. That money is furnished by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Harvey. It isa participation program. 

Mr. Davis. Do you know to what extent ? 

Mr. Harvey. I was a member of the State budget committee of 
Indiana before coming to Congress and at that time that was one 
of the fiscal problems I dealt with, and I should remember the pro- 
portions but I do not know that I can tell you. I presume when you 
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have Mr, Lasseter up here he can give you that information. I should 
know it, but Ido not. Iam sorry. 

Mr. Davis. I did not want to interrupt your statement. I just 
thought possibly you would know. 

Mr. Harvey. Those who have been recruited to the Federal service 
and who have qualified who have had prior experience in the field of 
extension work were blanketed in under an Executive order. How- 
ever, my own men who have served under the Smith-Hughes Act, 
which is the Vocational Education Act, have not had that privilege 
and they have worked under almost the identical State-Federal Gov- 
ernment cooperation as the Extension Service employees, but they 
have not qualified. This bill would put these people in a comparable 
situation with the extension workers. 

Mr. Gross. The vocational teachers constitute a rather substantial 
number, do they not / 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, 

Mr. Gross. If they performed work comparable to that of county 
extension agents, can you tell me why they were not blanketed in 
under the Executive order / 

Mr. Harvey. [ am sorry I cannot tell you. The Executive order 
only applied to those who were in the Federal service who had had 
prior experience as county agents, and this legislation would only 
apply to those who qualified at the Federal level under civil service, 
eviving them credit for the vears thev served as vocational teachers. 


Mir. Gross. That ts a matter of a ministrative policy again: Is lft 
not 4 

Mr. Harvey. Apparently the Executive order that did qualify those 
who had served as extension workers was not broad enough to cove 


those who had had prior experience under the Smith-Hughes Act. 
I eannot tell vou why. Mr. Gross. It is a moot question, but I do not 
kn iW why. 


Mr. (rROSS. lL nder whom Was the Exe it 1 order issued / 
Mr. Harvey. If vou will excuse me, I would like to refer that ques 
tion to Mr. Lasseter. Do you remember when the Executive order 


Was issued / 

Mir. Lasserer. 1945. It was an interpretation of the Civil Service 
Commission and not an Executive order. 

Mr. Gross. That is all. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Avexanper. Mr. Harvey, what is vour interpretation of the 
problem of double retirement of the State and Federal Government / 
What would that situation be in regard to the people these bills are 
trving to take care of ¢ 

Mr. Harvey. That is a very good question, and my analysis would 
be that very few people would be qualified. There is a proviso at the 
end of my bill which does limit the amount of total retirement bene 
fits that they can draw. You see, men who are recruited from the 
local service to the Federal service are usually men under 40, and 
very few of those men, if any, will have had enough years’ service at 
the State level to have qualified. 

Mr. Atexanper. Do you care to make an expression as to the broad- 
ening effect of the Rogers bill as compared with yours? Do you think 
it ought to be limited to these six categories / 


21558 -58 
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Mr. Harvey. No; I would not care to comment on that, Mr. Alex 
ander. 

Mr. AvexaNnper. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Harvey. I want to thank the committee very much for your 
indulgence. 

Mr. ALExANpEeR. We appreciate your fine statement. 

We have with us now Congressman Fred Marshall of Minnesota, 
whom we will be delighted to hear. Mr. Marshall is the author of 
H. R. 139. 

Just go ahead, Mr. Marshall. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRED MARSHALL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Marsnuaue. Mr, Chairman, I introduced H. R. 139—one of 
the similar bills be fore the subcommittee today- in an effort to cor- 
rect apparent inequities in the Civil Service Retirement Act as it 
affects certain periods of service under joint Federal-State programs. 

The bill is chiefly concerned with employees of the Department of 
Agriculture who have been denied retirement credit for periods of 
service under Federal-State programs of (1) a State rural rehabili- 
tation corporation, (2) agricultural experiment station research, (3) 
vocational education in agriculture, (4) agricultural extension work, 
(5) forest and watershed protection, and (6) control of plant pests and 
animal diseases. 

What prompted this legislation is the simple fact that there were 
and are many employees working side by side on identical duties who 
are denied equal treatment under Federal retirement laws simply be- 
cause of administrative decisions as to the type of appointment they 
hold. 

ihe tiouse approved this bill last August, and only the press of 
business in the closing weeks of the session prevented favorable action 
by the Senate. It would be desirable, therefore, again to bri ing the 
legislation before the House as soon as possible in order to provide an 
opportunity for completing the action this vear. 

It should be noted that the bill provides several safeguards to in- 
sure that its application is made only to those intended by the Con- 
gress. To be eligible an employee must have 5 years or more of retire- 
ment credit under the Civil Service Retirement Act and he must de- 
posit in the retirement fund the amount, plus compound interest, 
that would have been deducted had his Federal-State employment 
been covered. 

The bill provides further that if an annuity under law, when com- 
bined with any annuity payable by a State retirement plan, exceeds 
an amount equal to 80 percent of the highest average annual salary, 
the Federal annuity shall be reduced by the amount of such excess. 

It has been ; amply demonstrated, Mr, Chairman, that the employees 
we are discussing received all or part of their salaries from Federal 
funds and that the programs employing them are national in scope 
and policy. Whether the employees were paid out of Federal or 
State funds was often an administrative matter of which they were 

ninformed and unaware. 
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Other sources are giving you estimates of the number of employees 
concerned and the amount t they will pay into the retirement fund and 
receive from it. Apart from this—and the number is not significant 
compared to total Federal employement—the principle is « Jear and it 
is on this basis that I urge the committee to favorably report the bill. 

In a number of cases where Federal programs have sought the serv- 
ices of highly skilled specialists engaged in State-Federal programs, 
this bill might well offer inducement to these men to accept Impor- 

tant position in work in which their experience would be invaluable. 

There is no doubt that the employees who have worked in the States 
on these programs can often make important contr ibutions to the Fed- 
eral agency responsible for them. They have been reluctant in some 

cases solely because of the inability to receive retirement credit for 
their prior service. 

While 5,100 present employees of the Department of Agriculture 
would become eligible to make back payments and receive credit, indi- 

cations are that only between 300 to 400 new employees a year are re- 
wien from Federal-State projects for appointment by the Depart- 
ment. Figures indicating the potential number of State-Federal em- 
ployees who could become eligible must be tempered with the knowl- 
edge that this does not actu: ally happen. Furthermore, the fact that 
the field of selection is greater is an advantage to the Federal Goy- 
ernment in recruiting « -ompetent employees for such programs. 

Some time ago I submitted to the chairman an amendment extending 
the benefits of this bill to State employment security service employees 
with a request that it be considered in connection with the bill. Many 
of these employees were recruited to the Federal service under the same 
circumstances and find that their divided appointments leave them 
inadequate retirement benefits under both the State and Federal sys- 
tems. 

Following is the proposed amendment : 

On page 3, line 10, strike out “Code.” and insert “Code ;” 

On page 3, after line 10, insert the following: 

(7) a State unemployment compensation law for the administration of 


which Federal payments were or are made under the provisions of title III 
of the Social Security Act 


(8) a State program providing public employment services for the main- 
tenance of which Federal payments were or are made under the provisions 
of the Act of June 6, 1933 (29 U.S. C. 49—-49n). 

Because of the great integration between the State and Federal 
programs, it is adv: ant: igeous to both when employees with experience 
move from one level of the program to ano ther. It would be detri- 
mental to the programs—and unjust to the employees—to deny them 
the opportunity of paying into the retirement fund in order that they 
may receive full credit for their service to the public. This is partic- 
ul; uly true when some of them already are covered by what was vir- 
tu: ally administrative : ace ident through the years. 

To resolve the que stion once and for al will mean a great deal ¢ 
these loyal employees who have contributed much to make the pro- 
grams work, because of their firsthand experience on both State and 
Federal levels, in the field and in Washington. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing today and the courtesy 


you have shown me. I hope an accept: able bill will result from your 
endeavors 


— 
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If it is agreeable with the chairman, I would like to go off the record 
and cite a few instances I think might be of interest to the committee. 

Mr. Avexanper. That will be fine, if that is what you prefer. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Marsuany. I would like to say to the committee that I know 
Mr. Dillard Lasseter is well informed on all the details of this pro- 
posed legislation. I had the privilege of working closely with Mr. 
Lasseter in the State of Minnesota, and I merely want to say to the 
committee that it was a real pleasure for me to work with such a fine, 
outstanding American. Also, Mr. Crabb is here representing the State 
employment people to talk in terms of the amendment proposed to the 
committee. 

I would like to say to the committee that the bill that in the com- 
mittee’s judgment it reports out will be the bill that we will be most 
happy to support. We do not have any seca i pride of author- 
ship in FH. R. 139. We do think it is a good bill. We think with the 
an endme nt proposed thi: il it is a eood bill. ana we woul | be gl: id for 
any consideration this sheneaeae can give to this important subject. 

Thank you. 

Mr. ALexanper. Any questions 4 

Mr. Gross. No questions. 

Mir. Awexanper. Mr. Marshall, this might be a little ridiculous. but 
it could be interpreted under Mr. Rogers’ bill that a person who quali- 
hes for certain service retirement that is now receiving welfare at that 
time might, under his provision, be considered on retirement. 

Mir. Marsunartne. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that it is a desirable 
t] Ing’ for me to ‘riticize my colleagwue’s bill. 

Mr. Avexanper. I should ask Mr. Lasseter, probably. 

Mr. Marsiratn. I know Mr. Rogers is interested in the same par- 
ticular subject that Lam. I mere ly want to point out to the chairman 
that in my estimation there is some value to limiting at this time as to 
how far the committee goes, because I believe there are some of these 
other agencies that are not now covered by the Federal retirement 
where you do not have a comparable situation where the Civil Service 
has issued this Executive order that has brought about, in my judg- 
ment, this injustice that now exists. 

Mr. ArexAnper. I am sure Mr. Rogers would not intend to do that. 

Mr. Gross. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Anexanper. We want to thank you, Congressman. You have 
made a very fine statement and we are very gr: ateful to you for taking 
the time toclear this up in our minds. 

Mr. Marsnavi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to ap- 
pear before you. 

Mr. Atexanper. Hon. Antonio M. Fernandez, author of H. R. 1789, 
is unable to appear but wishes to be recorded as being in favor of any 
action this subcommittee may take on oa bills under consideration. 

Hon. Frank E. Smith, author of H. R. 4531, Hon. M. G. Burnside, 
and Hon. A. Ferndés-Isern have filed st: shdiandeie in favor of this legisla- 
tion which, without objection, will be placed in the record. 
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(The statements referred to areas follows:) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 8, 1955. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I have been informed that your committee will take 
under consideration within the next few days the several bills that have been 
introduced in this Congress, of which my bill, H. R. 4531, is one, intended to 
amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, to provide for the 
inclusion in the computation of accredited service of certain periods of service 
rendered States or instrumentalities of States. 

This legislation is designed to correct a very real inequity that exists in rela- 
tion to those persons whose service in the cited Federal-State programs is not 
now credited for retirement purposes. I believe that it is only fair to give these 
people the benefits provided by this legislation and I hope that your committee 
will report out legislation that will accomplish this purpose. 

Cordially, 
FRANK E. SmrrnH, M. C. 


STATEMENT OF M. G. BURNSIDE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate very much this op- 
portunity of appearing before you, and I want to congratulate you for consider- 
ing H. R. 3687. My interest in this bill can be briefly stated, and I shall not 
occupy the time of the committee going into great detail. I have heard from 
one of ny constituents in regard to this bill, and I shall use his case as an ex- 
ample. He entered into Government service with the Department of Labor in 
1935. From January 1938 until January 1942, the United States Employment 
Service, the Department for which he worked, was transferred to the States for 
administrative direction. In January 1942, the agency was returned to the 
Federal Government, and my constituent has remained in the employ of the 
Federal Government since that time, but he has been denied civil-service retire- 
ment for the period from January 1938 to December 1941. From this case, it 
appears to me that the objective of H. R. 3687 is entirely commendable, since 
these employees were transferred to the States and back to the Federal Govern- 
ment and had absolutely no control over their transfers. It was, I understand, 
an entirely administrative action of the governments involved. This being the 
case, it would appear only fair for the Federal Government to extend retire- 
ment benefits to these employees provided, of course, they are willing to make 
up their share of the contribution. 

I have not investigated the likely cost of the measure to the Government. 
It would appear, prima facie at least, that the cost should not be exhorbitant. 
In the event that it is not prohibitive, I would strongly urge this committee to 
favorably report H. R. 3687. 


STATEMENT OF A. FERNOS-ISERN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER OF PUERTO RICO 


I appreciate the opportunity to present my views on legislation before the 
committee which would permit the crediting of service rendered to the States 
or instrumentalities of States for inclusion in the computation of the accredited 
service for retirement purposes under the Civil Service Retirement Act. I urge 
that under such legislation the 8,000 civil-service workers in Puerto Rico, who 
have had employment with the Puerto Rico government or any of its instru 
mentalities, may compute their Federal service for retirement purposes 

It is my conviction that career employees of the United States Government 
should have equal treatment, regardless of where their service to the Federal 
Government is rendered. Accordingly, it is my belief that any legislation 
which would give credit for the vears devoted to service to State governments 
or instrumentailities of State governments should include also service rendered 
to the government or instrumentalities of the government of Puerto Rico. May 
I recall that up to the time the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico was created, the 
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government of Puerto Rico was a creature of Congress under the Organic Act 
adopted by Congress. 

The United States has taken over the leadership of providing for the aged 
in their twilight years in some proportion to the investment of their productive 
years. As the various programs advance, more and more are covered into re- 
tirement systems so as to do away with sudden sharp reductions in living 
standards when the productive years have passed. I believe that the legislation 
before this committee is in accord with this general program. 


Mr. Atrexanper. Off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. ALEXANDER. We will be glad to hear at this time Mr. Tolbert 


EK. Crabb of the International Association of Personnel in Employ- 
ment Security. 


STATEMENT OF TOLBERT E. CRABB, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF PERSONNEL IN EMPLOYMENT SECURITY 


Mr. Crass. Mr. Chairman, if I may, in order to conserve time, I 
would like to give you a prepared statement and then have the privi- 
lege of discussing some other phases or answer questions that might 


be asked. 
Mr. Arexanper. You go right ahead, Mr. Crabb. 
(The following statement was submitted by the witness :) 


STATEMENT OF TOLBERT E, CRABB IN RE COVERAGE UNDER FEDERAL RETIREMENT ACT 
OF CERTAIN SERVICE PERFORMD FOR STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES 


The following amendment is proposed to H. R. 3687, a bill to amend the Civil 
Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide for the inclu- 
sion in the computation of accredited service of certain periods of service ren- 
dered States or instrumentalities of States, and for other purposes: 

On page 3, line 10, strike out “Code.” and insert “Code ;”. 

On page 3, after line 10, insert the following: 

“(7) a State unemployment compensation law for the administration of 
which Federal payments were or are made under the provisions of title 
III of the Social Security Act: 

“(8) a State program providing public employment services for the 
maintenance of which Federal payments were or are made under the pro- 
visions of the Act of June 6, 1933 (29 U.S. C. 49-49n).” 

The effect of the above amendment would be to give Federal retirement credit 
to a number of employees of the Federal Government, mostly in the Bureau of 
Employment Security in the Department of Labor, for work they have performed 
for the State governments in the agencies through which the States serve as part- 
ners in the Federal-State employment security program. Under this program, the 
States provide public employment services and pay unemployment compensation 
benefits to qualified persons who are out of work, subject to standards and con- 
ditions in the Social Security Act and the Wagner-Peyser Act which are admin- 
istered by the Federal Bureau of Employment Security. The States are reim- 
bursed in full by the Federal Government for the administration of the program. 

Historically, the Federal Bureau has relied heavily upon the State employ- 
ment security agencies as a source of qualified personnel for its part in the pro- 
gram. These people come to the Federal Government trained for the tasks in- 
volved in this extremely complex activity, because—to all intents and purposes 
the Federal-State employment security system is a unified program, and it is easy 
to interchange Federal and State experience in the program. In coming to 
the Federal service, however, these people must make the sacrifice of dropping 
out of their State retirement systems and starting afresh under the Federal 
retirement system, even though their previous State work was in the same 
program as their new Federal work and even though that previous State work 
was paid for out of Federal funds, granted under the financing provisions of the 
Wagner-Peyser Act and the Social Security Act. 

The interrelation of Federal and State responsibilities in the employment 
security program is shown further by the fact that the States must select their 
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employees for this program under a merit system approved by the Federal 
Government. The nationwide character of the system of State employment offi- 
cers is demonstrated by the Federal standards under which they operate and— 
even more graphically—by the clearing house arrangement under which workers 
and jobs are brought together across State lines. 

During the World War II period, the State employment service people were 
actually transferred to the Fedral payroll by a Presidential Executive order; 
most of them served as Federal employees, making contributions to the Federal 
retirement system, for a period of about 4 years 10 months. This past period 
of Federal service actually has been an inducement for many of them to reenter 
the Federal Government’s employ, since they already have almost 5 years of 
Federal retirement credit. 

The adoption of the proposed amendment would give to the Federal workers 
involved full credit under a single retirement system for the work they have 
done under a single program. It would restore to most of them retirement credit 
for a period of service which was foregone when they accepted permanent em- 
ployment with the Federal Government. In addition, it would give the Federal 
Government an inducement which it can offer in the future to prospective em- 
ployees whose previous experience in State employment security work would 
be an invaluable asset in the Federal service. 

Mr. Crass. Mr. Chairman, in presenting information concerning 
the group that I represent, I want it definitely understood that the 
position we take is not in any manner to jeopardize or to be in con- 
flict with any other group in the Federal service. We are Federal 
employees; we are interested in the same program; we are interested 
in supporting our Government and coordinating the work of our 
group with the other Federal employees and agencies for the best 
interest of the Government. 

There are some inequities, as has been pointed out here this morn- 
ing, for the personnel. In the past, because of the funds that were 
allocated for the operation of the services, they were distributed 
according to the best judgment of the administrators and directors 
of the regions and States. The employees who were doing the work 
had no say whatsoever as to what funds they would receive their 
salaries from, and employees sitting at the same desk and with similar 
duties were paid from different funds. 

I know that existed during the period 1935 to 1941 in the State 
where I was employed. Some of my staff were transferred over in 
1935 because of the Wagner-Peyser Act to a State-designated service. 
There were 10 employees. Three were changed over to a State oper- 
ation and seven remained under a Federal operation, yet we were 
all operating in the State program. The people on the staff of those 
two operations—unemployment compensation and public employment 
services—have operated under standards and specifications as pre- 
scribed by either the acts of Congress or the administrative rulings 
of the Federal Government. In the selection of personnel the merit 
system is strictly under the supervision and management of the Fed- 
eral Government, and most of these people were changed from one 
payroll to another a number of times without any latitude on their 
part. 

If you will pardon a personal reference, IT began with the work 
in 1926. I worked under the Federal employment service from 1926 
to 1935 when, as of September 1, it was changed to a Federal-State 
operation. I continued at the same desk, same personnel, same oper- 
ation, and same program until 1941. In 1941 I was requested to 
come to Washington on the same program and by moving from a 
desk in the State to the home office in Washington I then came back 
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under the Federal service in the same program I started working 
with in 1926. Then, for a period I was in the Army, then I came 
back to the Federal Government. 

I am using that as an illustration that my time has been pretty 
much continuous and it was at the discretion of the Government 
which fund I was paid from. 

For the time prior to 1935, by paying in a sum equivalent to what 
would have been deducted and interest you get credit, but from 1935 
to 1941 without this amendment to the bill which we propose we can- 
not get credit for that service. 

After World War IT the employment service, by Executive order, 
was federalized and all were taken in under the retirement system. 
They remainder about 4 years 10 months under that program, at 
which time it was returned to a Federal-State program. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Atexanper. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. Was that true of the Extension workers? Were they 
brought into the service during the war ? 

Mr. Crase. Iam sorry. I do not know. 

Mr. Gross. We are trying to arrive at why, by an interpretation— 
first it was stated by an Executive order they were placed under the 
Retirement Act. then later somebody said it was based on an interpre- 
tation by the Civil Service Commission. TI assume the latter is true. 
I wonder why they were brought under by an interpretation made by 
the Civil Service Commission, and here are the State employment 
people who you say were under the Federal service 4 years and 10 
months and by that interpretation they were not brought under the 
Retirement Act 

Mr. Crars. May I sav T am not familiar with the operations of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Gross. But the fact remains that although some of the people 
vou are speaking in behalf of served 4 years 10 months under Fed- 
eral service they were not brought into the retirement program. 

Mr. Crane. Thev were during that period brought under and they 
have credit for those 4 vears 10 months. That would not entitle them 
to coverage under the bill proposed unless thev have additional Fed- 
eral service because it is under the minimum of 5 years. Those of 
us who were in the program prior to 1935, by making a request similar 
to the provisions of this bill may, bv paving a sum equivalent to what 
the deductions would have been plus interest, come under the pro- 
gram. That is what we request, that those employees who so desire 
may make application and by meeting the requirements established 
bv the Government be eligible for credit for that time, 1935 to 1941. 

To the best of our knowledge between 180 and 200 people are now 
working for the Federal Government who have had time in the pro- 
gram that I am representing. 

Mr. Gross. Would you address yourself briefly to the amendment 
that you propose? 

Mr. Crarpe. Yes, sir. It is proposed that: 

On page 3, line 10, strike out “Code.” and insert “Code :” 

On page 3. after line 10 insert the following: 

(7) a State unemployment compensation law for the administration of 


which Federal payments were or are made under the provisions of title 
III of the Social Security Act; 
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(8) A State program providing public employment services for the mainte- 
nance of which Federal payments were or are made under the provisions of 

the Act of June 6, 1933 (29 U. S.C. 49-49n). 

I have here a table giving the information as to the percentage 
of money appropriated by the Federal Government. ‘The lowest 
amount was in 1934, 72 percent, which increased to 8+ percent and on 
to 95 percent, and since 1947, when it was returned again as a Federal- 
State operation, the full administrative costs are from funds appro- 
priated by the Congress. Those funds are allocated to the various 
States and districts for the carrying out of these two functions. 

As pointed out by the gentlemen who have spoken here today, most 
of the people who have been in these divided programs in the field 
have no knowledge where the funds are obtained. They know it is 
either Federal funds or State tax money being used for their salaries, 
and they have no control as to which funds their salaries are coming 
from. 

Mr. Gross. There are some Members of Congress, of which I am one, 
who are mystified as to where our funds are going, but not in regard 
to the matter of which you speak. 

Mr. Crass. I am sure the people for whom I speak are all very 
enthusiastic and have given full measure of their time and services 
and may I say that for the period 1935 to 1941, when it was part 
State funds and part Federal funds, most of them worked more than 
the prescribed hours to really serve the country well. 

Mr. AvexaNper. Do you have any further questions, Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No. 

Mr. Avexanper. Mr. Dowdy? 

Mr. Dowpy. I think not. I have talked to Mr. Crabb pretty fully 
about this matter heretofore. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. How many people would your proposed amend- 
ment bring under the act? 

Mr. Crass. To the best we can determine there are not over 200 now 
working with the Federal Government who have time with State 
governments that would be eligible at the present time. What it might 
be in the future, I do not know. The 180 to 200 I mentioned are now 
under civil service. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. They would be eligible ? 

Mr. Crass. They would be eligible to make application and get 
credit for that additional time. 

Mr. ALExAnpDeER. Did these people pay into State retirement funds? 

Mr. Crass. Some of the States had State retirement laws. There 
is only one State that I know of, New York, that has a complete re- 
tirement program coordinated with this program. Most of the States 
do not have a program whereby people can get credit. In my own 
instance I have been told I would have to come back and work 10 
years with the State to get credit for the time I had on the Federal- 
State program in question. 


Mr. AExanperR. You do not feel they should be eligible for double 
retirement ? 


Mr. Crass. No; under no circumstances should they be eligible for 
double retirement. 


I might add that under the Federal program we are given annual 
leaves that accrue and should we be separated we receive pay for 
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These people even lost the payment 
id not use. 


for 


Later on some States permitted dual payments, but those who were 
transferred I understand did not get credit for annual leaves at the 
time they were transferred to the Federal-State program. 


Mr. 
out ¢ 


Mr. 


ALEXANDER. Do you 


Craps. I think most of the points 


have anything 


have been covered by 


further you want to bring 


the 


other gentlemen who appeared here this morning, and I do not want 
to take up your time, but I have this table showing the percentages. 


Mr. ALEXANDER. 
(The table referred to is ; 


j 


Latent of Federal subsidy for State employment services prior 


We will be glad to insert that in the record. 


is follows:) 


to fiscal year 1940 


Federal funds for Stat Matching fund 
er yment services provid Stat 
Total Federal— 
Per Federal percent 
vi wr- Title HI Tot and State | of total 
Peyser and ippropria- Federal State {mount funds 
NRS tions fund 
expenditures 
I al year ending 
June 30 
1934 2 BRU. ASD 2, SSY, 550 is 1, 136, S86 4, 026, 136 72 
1035 29, 1638, 605 9, 163, 605 26 | 3 1, 738, 373 10, 901, 978 | 84 
1936 2 16, 536, 928 4,000,000 20, 536, 928 $4 2, 371, 756 | 22, 908, 684 | 90 
1937 218, 602,449 | 49, 000, 000 | 67, 602, 449 4) | ? 2,573,802 | 70, 176, 251 or 
1938 #10, 1, 331 19, 000, 000 | 59, 111, 331 49 4,032, 285 | 63, 143, 616 O4 
1989 44 756, 281 80, 000, 000 | 84, 756, 281 5 4.032, 285 | S88, 788, 566 QF 
1936-42 605 
Social Security Act, as amended. 
? Secretary of Labor’s 26th annual report (1936), p. 19. 
USES budget estimate, fiscal year 1940 
¢ Other annual reports of Secretary of Labor (1938 and 1939). 
5 Estimate in absence of readily available figures 
6 Testimony of Mr. Rector of the Interstate Conference before House subcommittee during hearings on 
Labor-Federal Security appropriation bill, 1948 (80th Cong., Ist sess.), pt. I, p. 429 
Mr. Atexanver. Mr. Dowdy, do you have a question ? 
Mr. Dowpy. The amendments you recommend are applicable to 
H. R. 3687 which was introduced by Mr. Murray, I believe. The 


Senate has passed S. 1041, which I have not compared with H. R. 3687. 


Mr. Craps. 


They are almost identical. 


in the line numbering, but the real meat of the bills is identical. 


have submitted to the § 


There is a slight variation 


We 


Senate committee the same amendments, re- 


questing that they be given consideration in connection with S. 1041. 


Mr. 
Mr. 


Downy. The Senate | 


CRABB. 


1as passed their bill. 


We have talked to the Senate committee and their staff 


and they are in sympathy with the amendments and would have no 
opposition if the House includes them in their bill and we hope they 


would be considered in conf 
Mr. Downy. That is all. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. 


We want tothank vou, Mr. 


erence. 


Crabb. 


The committee will meet again at 10 o'clock on Tuesd: ay. 


If there is no further — 
(Thereupon, at 11:55 a, 
Tuesday, June 21, 1955.) 


iness we will stand adjour ned. 
., the committee adjour ned until 10 a. 








INCLUSION OF ACCREDITED SERVICE RENDERED 
STATES OR INSTRUMENTALITIES OF STATES FOR 
RETIREMENT PURPOSES 


TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 1955 


Howse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
Post Orrice AND Crvi SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 213, Old 
House Office Building, Hon. James C. Davis (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. Davis. The subcommittee will come to order, please. 

We are resuming hearings this morning on H. R. 3687 and _com- 
panion bills. We heard at the first hearing the Members of the House 
who had bills in and who wanted to make statements on this legisla- 
tion and we also have this morning a request by Congressman Richard 
E. Lankford of Maryland to be heard, but he is not in at the moment 
so we will proceed with the next witness on the calendar, Mr. Dillard B. 
Lasseter, executive officer, Organization of Professional Employees, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Lasseter, it is a pleasure to have you with the subcommittee. 


STATEMENT OF DILLARD B. LASSETER, EXECUTIVE OFFICER, 
ORGANIZATION OF PROFESSIONAL EMPLOYEES, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, ACCOMPANIED BY FRATE BULL, 
EMPLOYEE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Lasserer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to say in advance, and I hope this does not embarrass 
you, sir, but in all of my experience in Washington this is the first time 
I odes had the pleasure of appearing before my own Congressman. 

Mr. Davis. I may say it is not only not embarrassing to me but it is 
a pleasure which I enjoy very much and, furthermore, I might say 
that you and I were classmates at Emory College, and I will not give 
the year. 

Mr. Lasseter. I might say that I have known you since I was 16 
years old and this is the first opportunity I have had to place in the 
record the intense pride that I and others of the Fifth Congressional 
District, particilarty myself on account of our long fiendship, have in 
your achiev ement, sir, and your standing here. I hope you will forgive 
me that but this is the first time that I have had the opportunity in 
these many years and I want that to go ino the record. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Lasseter. I will proceed to my formal statement, sir. At the 
end of the statement I will have one of the gentlemen who has helped 
me prepare this presentation to answer some > of the technical questions 
if there are any from the committee, sir. 

My name is Dillard B. Lasseter. Iam appearing as executive officer 
of the Organization of Professional Employees of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 1553, which passed the House last 
year and was reported out of the Senate Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service in the latter days of the 83d Congress. We believe that 
it failed of enactment at that time only because it did not come to a 
vote in the Senate. 

H. R. 3687 would amend the Civil Service Retirement Act of 1930 
to enable United States civil-service employees with 5 or more years 
of retirement credit to make back payments and include in their re- 
tirement credit periods of service on certain joint Federal-State pro- 
grams. It would not bring any additional employees under the United 
States civil service. , 

[I want to emphasize that, sir, it would not bring any additional em- 
ployees under the United States civil service. 

The bill is intended to remedy certain inequities and injustices in the 
Department of Agriculture. With this in mind, a substantially iden- 
tical bill was approved by the Department of Agriculture in 1951 in 
a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture to the chairman of this 
committee, and again in 1953, ina “letter from the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to the Bureau of the Budget. 

The Federal-State cooperative programs covered would include: 
(1) Agricultural experiment station research; (2) vocational educa- 
tion: (3) agricultural extension work; (4) forest and watershed pro- 
tection; (5) control of plant pests and animal diseases, and (6) pro- 
gram of a State rural rehabilitation corporation. 

Purposes of the bill. The primary purpose of this legislation is 
to correct a discriminatory and inequitable situation which presently 
exists in the Department of Agriculture. There is at present an in- 
consistency in the retirement-credit provisions. All Extension Serv- 
ice employees now receive civil-service retirement credit for their 
service on extension work, whether paid from Federal or State funds. 
Some of those, as you know, sir, part of their pay comes from county 
funds. 

Over 9.000 county agents, home-demonstration workers and 4-H 
Club workers are included. The only reason for including agricul- 
tural Extension Service programs in this bill is that those who did 
not have county agent appointments in 1945 did not get civil-service 
credit for service prior to that time. They were extension specialists 
and did not have county agent appointments prior to 1945. 

Experiment station employees working on joint Federal-State proj- 
ects are not allowed retirement credit for the period of such employ- 
ment if they later became full-time members of the Federal Govern- 
ment staff. The reason for this is that experiment station employees 
are not given Federal appointments even when all or part of their 
salaries are derived from Federal funds. Some of the projects are 
administered as single joint lines of work so closely integrated that 
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even = eumpaoyees may not know on which payroll they are, Federal 
or Sta 

Similarly the forest protection and plant pest control programs, 
categories (5) and (6) in this bill, are closely integrated joint Fed- 
eral-State operations. Whether an employee is paid at a given time 
from Federal or State funds is often a matter of administrative con- 
venience. But any of these persons who later became regular Federal] 
employees are now unable to receive retirement credit for periods 
when they were on State payrolls. 

It is also believed that the enactment of this legislation would 
encourage outstanding individuals experienced in joint agricultural 
programs to accept appointments in the Department of Agriculture. 

For example, the Agricultural Research Service occasionally needs 
experienced men employed i in Federal-State research projects ‘for im- 
portant jobs in Washington. It is often impracticable for leading 
scientists to transfer from State to Federal appointment after some 
years of State service because they have to sacrifice whatever State 
retirement credit they may have built up during service on these joint 
programs. 

Mr. Davis. Right at that point, if you do not mind interruption, 
I believe that Congressman Harvey gave us an example of that very 
thing at the last hearing. Are you familiar with that case / 

Mr. Lasseter. I knew Dick Gregory intimately. I know the high 
quality of his work. He was one of the leaders in this effort to secure 
the writing of this inequity. I might add that his successor, Mr. 
Pearson, is also involved and also Dr. Spanton, Director of Voca- 
tional Agricultural Education, is involved, and he is back here now. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gregory had had a number of veurs to his credit 
under the State of Indiana retirement system / 

Mr. Lasserer. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. He came here and went on the Federal payroll and died 
just shortly before he would have become eligible for retirement ? 

Mr. Lasseter. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. As a result of that, his widow gets no retirement bene- 
fits ? 

Mr. Lasserer. Except for the 15 years he was here with the Office 
of Education. In other words, it would be probably a very small 
pittance compared to what it could have been. 

Mr. Davis. I wanted to bring that out at this point. 

Mr. Lasseter. We have so many examples like that, sir, of these 
people, they are not a pressure group. They are gentlemen who have 
served this Government well in a great field and they are denied any 
kind of credit, they do not get State credit and, of course, no social 
security. That time, as far as retirement is concerned, was com- 
pletely wasted. 

Employees now in service who could benefit: A recent survey 
indicates that approximately 5,100 persons now under United States 
civil service in the Department of Agriculture would be given the 
opportunity to make back retirement payments and qualify for ad- 
ditional years of civil service retirement credit if this bill were enacted, 
to-wit : Cooperative Extension Service, 2,500; Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, 1,400; Farmers Home Administration, 600; Agricultural Re- 
search Service, 450; and other USDA agencies, 150—total 5,100. 
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The Cooperative Extension, those were the people not taken in 
the 1945 interpretation of the law. 

Future USDA employees: The number who will come into the 
USDA from Federal-State programs in future years is expected to 
be relatively small. Most of those now in SCS, FHA, CSS, and some 
other agencies were recruited during the 1930’s when these services 
were first established. 

These agencies had to recruit from Vocational Agriculture, Exten- 
sion Service, State experiment stations, and any other sources from 
which they could get technically trained personnel. Since these agen- 
cies have become well established, they now get relatively few em- 
ployees from Federal-State programs. 

The common practice in all agencies is to employ young men and 
women at the time they finish se hol and give them on-the-job train- 
ing. Records indicate that all agencies in the USDA will normally 
recruit only about 300 to 400 employees a year from Federal-State 
projects. 

I think this paragraph is very important. We note that a Civil 
Service Commission re presentative quotes the Department of Agri- 
culiure as estimating 42,000 present and former State employees who 
would have service potentially creditable under the Civil Service Re- 
tirement Act if this legislation passes, This figure apparently in- 
cludes not only professional employees but also temporary, part-time 
laborers and clerical workers in State experiment stations, extension 
service, forest protection, and pest control. This figure has no par- 
ticular significance since it merely represents the sources from which 
the rele tively few Federal employees concerned are drawn. 

The bill would apply only to those who become full-time Federal 
employees for at least 5 years at a later date. Since only a small num- 
ber of Federal employees are drawn from these sources each year, 
the fact that they can be chosen from a considerable number of State 
agricultural employ ees desirably permits selection from a broad field. 

“Other United States agencies sponsoring cooperative Federal-State 
programs: The 1953 report of the Secretary of the Treasury, table 
100, lists 51 types of Federal payments to States and local units, in- 
cluding those in USDA. A large number of the 51, however, did not 
include funds to pay any part of the salaries of State and local em- 
ployees. 

For example, eight types were to pay States their share of revenues 
from such sources as the sale of timber from national forests. A 
large group in which no funds were used to pay State and local per- 
sonnel include such as the national school lunch program and hospital 
construction. Fifteen of the 51 types of payments were for only minor 
appropriations each totaling less than $2 million. 

It is true that there are thousands of employees in some of the Fed- 
eral-State cooperative programs who are paid in part from Federal 
funds. There is no likelihood, however, of but very few such em- 
ployees ever entering Federal service and becoming able to qualify 
for retirement credit under H. R. 3687. 

The bill requires that an employee must have been under civil 
service for a minimum of 5 years and in service at the time of retire- 
ment or death before he can make back payments and obtain the addi- 
tional retirement credit. For example, it is reported that there are 
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42,000 employees in State and local unemployment compensation 
and employment programs, but a recent survey in the Department of 
Labor shows only 180 former Federal-State employees now under 
United States civil service in that agency. 

A representative of that group “testified here on Friday to that 
effect. 

Inquiries from other agencies reveal that there are about 200 in 
the Bureau of Public Roads, 100 in the Department of Health, Edu- 
cation and Welfare, and 200 in the Fish and Wildlife Service, De- 
partment of Interior, who are now under civil service and who have 
had employment in Federal-State cooperative programs. 

It is therefore misleading to say that the proposed legislation 
would discriminate against many thousands of former Federal-State 
employees, or that to include them in the bill would cost too much. 
It is also misleading to say that the bill would set a precedent to 
bring many more thousands under civil service. 

The Civil Service Commission has suggested that it might be difficult 
to tind criteria for distinguishing between the six joint programs listed 
in this bill and other Federal-grant programs. We feel, on the con- 
trary, that establishing such criteria offers no particular difficulty. 

The programs listed in H. R. 3687 have been joint Federal-State 
programs from the time they were initiated. They constitute lines 
of work that involve the interests of the general public throughout the 
country. They relate to the public food supply and the protection of 
national resources. 

These programs in the States are all coordinated with those of the 
Federal Government and supervised by Federal officials. These Fed- 
eral and State programs constitute a joint and united effort under 
national leadership. The individual projects are determined in con- 
sultation between Federal and State officers. 

The projects employing the persons who would be affected by this 
bill must be approved by representatives of the Department of Agri- 
culture and certify that ‘the funds have been employed on these joint 
programs in accordance with Federal law. 

The activities carried on in the programs covered by this bill are 
not primarily State functions but are definitely, by Federal statute, 
joint Federal-State programs in which both the Federal Government 
and States have an interest and both participate. 

An entirely different situation exists in cases where the Federal 
Government contracts with private or public agencies for carrying 
out Federal jobs. We do not believe that the status of employees of 
such contractors is in any sense comparable with that of the employees 
concerned in this bill. Simple grants of Federal funds, not involving 
joint programs, are not at all similar to programs under this bill. 

Mr. Dowpy. Would the gentleman mind an interruption there ? 

You say it would not be difficult to distinguish between the six joint 
programs listed in this bill and other Federal grant programs. What 
would be your criteria for distinguishing these six programs from 
that in which these employment or unemployment people were en- 
gaged ? 

r. Lasseter. I do not think there would be any. 

Mr. Dowpy. So it would not be so difficult to find the criteria ? 

Mr. Lasseter. I think that program fits right into this. 

Mr. Dowpy. There may be others. 
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Mr. Lasseter. We have gone down the list and I think those I men- 
tioned, Mr. Dowdy, the public roads and the employment service, prob- 
ably a few others; but to answer your question, I think that that sit- 
uation as I understand it, and incidentally that group served under me 
at one time when I was manpower director in the South and I feel they 
have the same rights as do these agricultural agents. 

The estimated cost to Federal Government: In order to obtain re- 
tirement credit under these bills an individual must deposit in the Fed- 
eral retirement fund the amount, plus compound interest thereon, that 
would have been deducted had he been under the civil-service retire- 
ment plan during the time he or she served in Federal-State programs. 
The following is an estimate of the probably receipts under and cost of 
this bill: 

Estimate of amount to be paid to civil-service retirement fund: 
$8,750,000 is estimated to be paid into the civil-service retirement fund 
if the proposed Federal-State retirement bill becomes law. This esti- 
mate is based on a recent survey of 426 former Federal-State employees 
who had an average of 8 years of Federal-State service. It is based 
also on an average salary of $2,800 per year for 5,000 persons who are 
expected to take advantage of the legislation. It assumes that retirees 
will have been in full-time Government work for an average of 20 years 
before paying for the time he was in Federal-State work. 

Enough to make payments for 6 years : $8,820,000 is estimated as the 
cost of making retirement payments for 6 years. This assumes that 
the 5,000 persons—you realize that this figure of 5,000 is probably a 
little high—would retire over a period of 10 years at the rate of 500 
a year. It assumes also that the 5-year average salary would be 
$7,006. On this basis the addition: il 8 years of Federal-State service 
would increase each person’s annuity by $840 a year. The estimated 
cost would be: 


Ist year__- Petes tee) UT She Py rt) ek. re 


TN hic a a i cesta Sagi bg a lsat Mia eee se Set Se ete 840, 000 
iene ha uc wi baceencebl URS 
4th year____ Sibccera Oe a a a 1, 680, 000 
a ee ele eee es ti ee fe poh ner he ee _ 2,100, 000 
6th year____- esbhincettnkdthdme Ey eT ici s: a Y _.- 2, 820,000 

meni for G seare.....i. is. anaes seatidi teal te ee Dae ee 820, 000 


We did not have a projection for thie vie might not live 6 years 
after enactment of the legislation. 


SUMMARY 


An unjust inequity exists among employees in the Department 
of Agriculture because some employees have been given civil-service 
credit. for former service in Federal-State programs while others have 
not. In many cases two employees work in the same office, doing the 

same kind of work with one having full civil-service credit for Fed- 
eral-State service and the other not having it. 

2. This situation can be corrected under H. R. 3687 without setting 
any additional precedent to bring Federal-State employees under the 
civil-service system. The bill specifically states that an employee 
must have been under the civil service 5 or more years before he can 
make back payments and qualify for the additional years of retire- 
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ment credit, He must also be in the Federal service at the time of 
retirement or death. 

3. These inequities can be corrected without excessive extra cost 
to the Federal Government. The bill requires that to become eligible 
for Federal-State service an employee must pay to the Civil Service 
Commission the amount he would have paid had he been under civil 
service, plus 4 percent compound interest. Most of those covered by 
the bill would have to pay the 4 percent interest over a period of 20 
or more years. The amount to be paid to the Commission will gen- 

erally run from $2,000 to $8,500. It is estimated that the program ‘will 
wae its way for at least 6 years. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions ? 

Mr. Dowpy. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. I understand, Mr. Lasseter, under the terms of this bill 
it would take in men who had served in State conservation work and 
been brought into the Federal service. 

Mr. Lasseter. Who have already come into Federal service or who 
might in the future. 

Mr. Gross. Game wardens brought into the Federal Fish and Wild- 
life Service ? 

Mr. Lasseter. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. It is also misleading to say that the bill would set a 
precedent to bring many more thousands under civil service. It is 
probably true under the bill but projecting it into the future, is it 
reasonable to assume that this would bring many more thousands in 
in the future? 

Mr. Lasserer. Well, if Congress wants to bring them under the 
civil-service system, that could be done but this bill does not do it. 
Of course, many ane of employees are coming under the civil- 
service system, Mr. Gross, and how many of these will be I do not 
know. I do not think anyone could really say. The present infor- 
mation is that at the present rate, there will be relatively few who 
will come in and be entitled to this credit. 

I think I stated that on the basis of present experience of the 
Agriculture Department, 300 or 400 a year come in from all these 
60,000 people whom they mention. 

Mr. Gross That is all. 

Mr. Davis. You asked a question about game wardens and another 
class of employees. Those are not inc luded under H. R. 3687, are 
they ? 

Mr. Lasseter. They are generally full-time State but if they are 
in a joint program under this definition, they would be, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Would they be included in the six groups set out in 
this bill? Under which group would they come? 

Mr. Lasserer. No, sir. They would not be included in this bill. 

Mr. Davis. It would take additional legislation ? 

Mr. Lasseter. Yes, sir. I stated on page 3 that there were but 
200 in the Fish and Wildlife Service. It is possible that someone 
might qualify under that. 

Mr. Davis. Under this bill or would it require additional legis- 
lation ? 

Mr. Lasserer. It would require additional categories. 

Mr. Gross. But 200 would be able to qualify under this bill; 
that not what you said ? 
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Mr. Lasseter. I am sorry; I did not mean to say that, sir. They 
could be included under this bill but it would have to be amended. 

Mr. Gross. I see. 

Mr. Lasseter. On page 3 I mention those who could be eligible 
potentially under a similar bill or if this bill were amended. 

Mr. Gross. I see. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Henderson ? 

Mr. Henoperson. Sir, your categories under the bill are these five 
listed on pase 2: Cooperative Extension Service, Soil Conservation 
Service, Farmers’ Home Administration, Agriculture Research Serv- 
ice and other USDA agencies? 

Mr. Lasseter. The six, Mr. Henderson, I think are stated on pages 
2 and 3, the Extension Service, Soil Conservation Service, Farmers 
Home Administration, Agricultural Research Service, Forest Protec- 
tion and Plant Pest Control. There are six. 

Mr. Henperson. I see. Coming down to your last statement you 
say: 

It is estimated that the program will pay its way for at least 6 years. 


You mean by funds contributed by those who wish to benefit ? 

Mr. Lasseter. That is right. We do not believe it would be an 
unjust drain on the retirement system for that length of time. 

Mr. Henperson. One more question. After 6 years you have no 
estimate of what the cost would be ? 

Mr. Lasserer. I think the present retirement system does not pay 
its way. 

Mr. Henverson. No one has suggested figures for the annual cost 
after the first 6 years ? 

Mr. Lasserer. No, sir. They would fall into the category of all em- 
ployees after that. 

Mr. Henperson. That is all? 

Mr. Gross. One more question, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. Let me see if I have this clear. What we used to know 
as county agents are now covered under Executive order or interpre- 
tation. 

Mr. Lasserer. Interpretation; that was brought out here Friday, 
sir. 

Mr. Gross. What do you mean by “Cooperative Extension Service” ? 
Who are included in that? 

Mr. Lasseter. They are.all included now, sir, under that Executive 
order. Those who are in there now, they are included, but a good 
many of those previous to 1945 did not get credit for that service 
when the county agents were taken in. 

Mr. Gross. I see. 

Mr. Lasseter. The point I would like to make there is that the funds 
were given to the States, I mean were sent down to the Federal Gov- 
ernment, and the State paid part and the counties paid part. 

For instance, the people in the experiment station, the director of 
the experiment station or the director of extension, he would designate 
those to be paid out of the Federal funds and those to be paid out of 
the State funds. We had a witness before the Senate committee tes- 
tify to the effect that at that time he designated those, he did not know 
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which was which. ‘lhe money was thrown together and certain people 
were paid out of one and others from the other without any rela- 
tionship to the type of work they were doing. He said he did not 
realize in which group which people fell 

Mr. Davis. Any further questions ! 

‘Thank you very much, Mr. Lasseter. 

Mr. Lassrrer. Mr.,Chairman, | would like to state that the gentle- 
man who follows me is Dr. Fracker, the assistant to the Administrator 
of the Agricultural Research Service. He is a distinguished tech- 
nician in this field and 1 think his brief statement will clarify exactly 
the type of person to whom we refer and what is involved in this. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

I will at this time, however, call Congressman Lankford, who has 
come in now and because of the fact that we were hearing all of the 
members first, I will make that change in this list of witnesses. 

Mr. Lassrrer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. We are glad to have you with us, Congressman Lank- 
ford. 


STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD E. LANKFORD, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Lankrorp. Thank you. My name is Richard E. Lankford, 
Representative of the Fifth District of Maryland. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before vou. I am not going 
to take your time other than to urge a favorable report on H. R. 3687, 
and I would like to leave a statement for the record with you, and I 
hope you will take it under consideration and give it a favorable 
report. 

Mr. Davis. We are glad to have your statement and glad to have 
had you with us. 

Your statement will be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Lanxrorp. Thank vou. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. RicHarp E. LANKFORD, OF MARYLAND 


Within my district are two of the great agricultural stations of the world and 
many of the foremost agricultural scientists of the world. I refer to the Agri- 
cultural Research Center of the United States Department of Agriculture at 
selisville and the Maryland State Experiment Station at College Park. The 
groups of eminent scientists who conduct most of the experimental work at these 
stations I consider my constituents. 

In this group are several men who have devoted most of their working lives to 
the cause of agricultural research; who have literally made possible the savings 
or increased earnings of billions of dollars for American agriculture: who are 
now approaching retirement age, yet cannot retire because they have been in the 
Federal civil service only for 10 or 15 years and their pensions would not be 
adequate for the substistence of them and their families. Most of this group I 
refer to started their careers as experiment station workers at some of our State 
agricultural colleges where they received a part of their salaries from Federal 
funds appropriated by Congress for that purpose. They continued their work at 
the State colleges for a number of years, until their knowledge and experience 
gained them such recognition that they were employed by the Agricultural Re 
search Service of the Department of Agriculture so that their talents might be 
used for nationwide rather than statewide research. Now they find that they are 
no longer eligible for retirement under the State plans and that only the last 10 
or 20 years of their service can be counted for retirement under our Federal civil 
service retirement plan. 
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Let me cite you just one example: Dr. Robert M. Salter, whom most of you 
know as a former Chief of the Soil Conservation Service. Dr. Salter entered 
the Federal-State agricultural experimental work in 1916. For 25 years he 
Served in some capacity as an agricultural research employee. In 1941 he en- 
tered the Federal civil service as a renowned research scientist and able admin- 
istrator. He has served in various capacities where his talents were needed, 
including such responsible positions as Chief of the Soil Conservation Service. 
Now he has passed the normal retirement age for Federal employees and his 
health is not the best. He resigned his position as Chief of the SCS more than 
a year ago and accepted a less exacting job as Director of Research for Soil and 
Water Conservation at Beltsville. Dr. Salter did not retire when he reached 
optional retirement age. He felt financially unable to do so because his retire- 
ment fund is now based on only the 14 years of service, while many scientists 
working side by side with him or under him with much less service and some- 
times with lesser contributions, are able to do so. To help correct such inequi- 


pr aga civil-service retirement system is one of my reasons for supporting 
~ 


Another reason is to encourage especially well qualified individuals with many 
years experience in State programs to enter the Federal civil service where their 
particular talents could be used on a nationwide basis. Many such men and 
women are now badly needed in agricultural research and other Federal pro- 
grams. Many hesitate or refuse to enter the Federal service because in so doing 
they relinquish their rights to participate in State retirement plans and cannot 
carry over their Federal-State employment toward retirement under our Federal 
system. 


Mr. Davis. Dr. Fracker, we will be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF DR. STANLEY B. FRACKER, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
PLANT PEST CONTROL BRANCH, AGRICULTURE RESEARCH, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Dr. Fracxer. My name is S. B. Fracker. I am assistant to the 
Research Administrator in the Department of Agriculture. How- 
ever, I am appearing this morning in a personal capacity and as a 
representative of the organization of professional employees of the 
Department. 

I happen to be personally familiar with several of the six groups 
who are included in this bill, and it was accordingly suggested that I 
might appear to answer any questions which there might be relating 
to these particular groups. 

Those groups are numbered 2, 4, and 6 in the bill itself, the experi- 
ment-station program, the extension-service program, and the coopera- 
tive pest-control program. 

The situation with respect to retirement happens to be quite differ- 
ent with these three groups so that it may be worthwhile to review 
them although Mr. Lasseter’s statement has in general covered the 
situation certainly very precisely. 

Group No. 4, the Federal Cooperative Extension Service, consists 
of about 9,700 persons now, including the county agents, the subject 
matter specialists in the various States, the heads of the State exten- 
sion organizations, and the Central Extension Service officers here 
in Washington. They are all now and have been since 1945 under 
full-time retirement so that the only persons whose situations would 
be changed by this legislation under that group 4 are, as Mr. Lasseter 
said, those who did not have Federal appointments prior to 1945. 

Mr. Davis. That would be limited to 2,500? 

Dr. Fracxer. About 2,500 persons, that is right, out of the 9,700 
who are now on the rolls. 
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Group 2, the Cooperative Agricultural Experiment Station Service. 
is in quite a different situation with respect to retirement. None of 
the staff of the agricultural experiment stations is under the Federal 
retirement system and this bill does not bring them into the Federal 
retirement system. This bill merely, with respect to that group, says 
that those who are for a period on an integrated Federal-State pro- 
gram, and later become and remain for 5 years full-time Federal 
employees, have the opportunity and the privilege of paying into the 
Treasury the same amount that they would have had to pay in if 
they had been employees during that period, plus the compound 
interest that would have accumulated. 

Mr. Davis. How many of those employees are there, Doctor, in 
the agricultural experiment station ? 

Mr. Lasserer. Four hundred and fifty. 

Dr. Fracker. Four hundred and fifty current employees in agri- 
cultural research in the Department who have some previous credit. 
I expect about the same number, 9,000 or 10,000 employees, in the 
States, 

Mr. Davis. They do not come even now under the civil-service 
retirement system ? 

Dr. Fracker. And they would not under this bill: that cooperative 
program is one from which some of the specialists in the Department 
are drawn. All four of the research administrators, for example, 
who had been head of the research administration since that service 
was established 10 years ago, have had previous State experience on 
these cooperative experiment station progr ams 

Group 6 is in still a somewhat different situation. Group 6 
includes, to a large extent, persons who have been employed on these 
pest-control projects, oe as gVpsy moth control, pink boll worm 
eradication, Japanese beetle, and control of bean pests: also persons 
who inspect Imported, at destination, plants and nursery stock that is 
coming from foreign countries. 

It has been gistomary procedure in the De ‘partment to provide a 
Federal appointment, usually a aihibers ator, sometimes as agent, to 
certain State officers and employees and while they cor tinue largely 
or in some cases entirely on State salary, to give them the respon si- 
bility of carrying out Federal laws and to manage and administer the 
work of tae Federal employees who are working on the program. 

In my own case, for example, I was appointed as a collaborator in 
1919 while resident in and on the payroll of the State of Wisconsin, 
for the purpose of becoming State leader of b: be ‘rry-eradication pro- 
gram which was starting at ‘that time. 

Mr. Davis. For what program ? 

Dr. Frackxer. The barberry-eradication for grain rust control. I 
remained under Federal appointment until 1927, at which time I came 
to Washington and became a full-time Federal employee. 

Although in most of these other groups the difficulty in obtaining 
Federal retirement is that the persons did not have any Federal ap- 
pointment, the group included in this group 6 often did have a Fed- 
eral employment but come under the technical objection at present 
that their immediate day-to-day supervision was not under control of 
the Federal officer although they were administering programs under 
Federal leadership and had the responsibility of representing the 
United States Government in these States. 
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The situation on the barberry-eradication program, also the blister 
rust control program with which I was similarly connected, and the 
selection of imported nursery stock coming from foreign countries, 
which is definitely a Federal function under a Federal law, the re- 
sult of the present provisions for Federal retirement are that those 
employees that we had on State funds on these integrated cooperative 
projects are not eligible to include such service when it comes to Fed- 
eral retirement in case they are now in the Federal Government or 
are in the Federal Government at the time of retirement. 

Mr. Davis. Could you give us the number of employees in this pest- 
control operation ? 

Dr. Fracxer. It is included in the 450 in the Research Admin- 
istration. 

Mr. Davis. I do not mean who would become eligible for additional 
credit, but I mean how many of them are working under additional 
credit, how many of them are working under this program ? 

Dr. Frackrer. How many have been working under this program ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Dr. Fracxer. The number on State payrolls is quite small. My 
guess would be that it would be less than 500. 

Mr. Davis. How many would be under Federal ! 

Dr. Fracker. It varies very much from year to year, Mr. Chair- 
man, because of the fluctuations in the Federal program. It would 
be only a guess but at the time that I was referring to, we had about 
10 Federal employees to each State employee on these programs. 

Mr. Davis. Five hundred State employees, then, would make it 
5,000 ¢ 

Dr. Fracker. I expect that during that period those figures would 
not be off too far. 

Mr. Davis. Has it gone up or down since that time? 

Dr. Fracker. Probably remaining about the same. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you. 

Dr. Frackrr. Before concluding this brief statement, I would like 
to comment briefly, if I may, on the adverse report of the Civil Service 
Commission on this proposed legislation. The Commission gives as 
its first ground in recon mending against this bill that, to quote the 
Commission’s language : 

Although Federal funds are used, these programs are essentially State 
functions. 

It seems to me that the Commission’s conception of these six pro- 
grams is in error in that respect. These programs, all the programs 
listed here, these six, were largely initiated by the Federal Govern- 
ment under Federal statute. State financial participation was not 
even required in the case of some of these programs by the initial 
congressional act, such as the Hatch Act which established the experi- 
ment stations in 1887. The experiment station program was initiated 
at that time and has been supplemented since that time by Adams- 
Jones and Bankhead-Jones Acts. 

These acts require Federal approval of research projects that are 
carried out under them. Similarly, the extension work was initiated 
by a Federal law, the Smith-Lever law, supplemented by the Capper- 
Ketchum Act pr ovided for by joint programs and not as State assist- 
ance programs. 
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It seems to us that the Civil Service Commission is ignoring these 
provisions of the various statutes that provided for these cooperative 
programs. 

The Smith-Hughes Act is the one that established the vocational 
education system. Forest-fire protection of private lands was initiated 
by the McNary Act as a joint Federal-State activity. Pest-control 
operations and such: work in Gypsy moth and we boll worm eradi- 

cation are carried out under various Federal statutes. Rural rehabili- 
tation was Federal from its initiation. 

In all these cases, the difficulty with retirement has been that some 
of the project employees have held Federal appointments or have 
otherwise for various reasons been unable to qualify with the tech- 
nicalties of the present requirements under the retirement system. 

Now, these programs are joint programs, not only because they are 
grant-fund programs but because they are operated as integral pro- 
grams with work that is carried on in part under regular funds of the 
Department, partially financed under regular appropriations to the 
Extension Service, the Agricultural Research Service, the Forest 
Service, and the Farmers Home Administration. 

The State-Federal work constitutes a single coordinated enterprise. 

Mr. Lasseter has also commented on the Civil Service Commission’s 
expressed need for a criterion to distinguish between programs in this 
proposed legislation and certain other allotments to States that 
might be brought i in later. 

I would suggest that this matter of joint operations is the criterion 
that is needed. If there are, as Mr. Lasseter indicated, other joint 
Federal-State operations of this kind that are later found, Congress 
can certainly consider them on their merits. 

The organization of professional employees of the Department have 
been interested and have studied the possibility of legislation of this 
type since about 1950 and has reached the conclusion that there are 
very few joint operations of this type that would constitute anything 
like a precedent. 

The Commission makes no claim that the amounts involved would 
reflect on the solvency of the retirement fund, their questioning of the 
cost of the legislation has been entirely on the basis that they feel that 
this possibly might establish a precedent. It seems to our organiza- 
tion, Mr. Chairman, that the Commission is not on sound ground in 
interpreting this as definitely new legislation that might establish a 
precedent. This is not a new proposal; it is already in effect in the 
Extension Service. This merely extends a policy that has been in 
effect in the Extension Service since 1945. This bill will not establish 
a new prec edent. 

The Civil Service Commission already established that precedent in 
1945, when it brought the one group of extension employees through 
an interpretation under the F ederal retirement system in. 

As I say, 9,700 Extension employees have been fully covered for the 
past 10 years. The trouble is that full-time Federal employees on the 
other five programs cannot now even get credit for their work on these 
programs for periods when they happened not to have been Federal 
appointees. 

The organization of professional employees considers the present 
situation as being most unfair. It discriminates against some em- 
ployees in favor of others. There seems to be no remedy elsewhere; 
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the organization is accordingly seeking relief in congressional action 
since Congress has the power and the authority to remedy the in- 
justices of the present situation. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman ‘ 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross. 

Mr. Gross. Dr. Fracker, could you explain why this group of em- 
ployees was brought under the system to the exclusion of the others / 

Dr. Fracker. I have not any ‘authority on that subject but I have 
been told that there is some difference in the statutory provisions re- 
garding the appointment of the State extension service director, the 
State director of extension; that the State director, the Secretary of 
Agriculture has more authority with respect to the appointment of 
the State director of extension than he does with respect to the director 
of extension than he does with respect to the director of the State ex- 
periment station. However, as I say, I have not any authoritative in- 
formation on that and have never learned authoritatively why the 
Exte — Service was brought in and not the experiment ‘station. 

Mr. Gross. How many county agents are there in the country ? 

Dr. Fracker. Of the 9,700 Extension employees who are covered 
now under the retirement system, more than three-fourths are county 
agents. 

Mr. Gross. Nine thousand; a total of 9,000 Extension workers, and 
of that number—— 

Dr. Fracker. Somewhere between 6,000 and 7,000, if I recall the 
figures correctly. 

Mr. Gross. The great majority of those under this act were county 
agents / 

Dr. Fracker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Gross. So it is something of a misnomer to call them Extension 
workers, although they are Extension workers, but the more appli- 
cable term would be county agents ? 

Dr. Frackrer. They—like the other extension specialists in the 
Cooperative Extension Se rvice, they are all grouped in one large 
group but “county agent” is the common name that is employed for all 
of those that are assigned to counties. 

Mr. Gross. No one seems to know why they were brought in 1945 
to the exclusion of all others. I am not saying they should not have 
been brought in but I am wondering why ‘they were brought in and 
many others left out. 

Dr. Fracker. I believe that the Civil Service Commission will have 
a witness before this committee later and probably he may have that 
information. 

Mr. Gross. I intend to pursue it further at that time but I thought 
perhaps you knew. 

Dr. Fracker. I do not happen to know authoritatively. [ just un- 
derstood from all conversations that that was the basis. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Proceed, then, Doctor. 

Dr. Frackxer. That concludes my statement unless there are ques- 
tions from the committee. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dowdy ? 
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Mr. Dowpy. Actually, on the question of precedence, it would set 
a precedent, but all we have to consider is whether it is a good 
precedent. 

Dr. Fracker. I hope the committee will consider that it is a good 
precedent. 

Mr. Downy. If we should, it probably would at least extend a prece- 
dent that has already been set. Whether it is a good or bad one to 
extend is a thing we have to consider. 

Dr. Fracker. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Henderson ? 

Mr. Henperson. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Doctor, for being with us. 

Dr. Fracker. I w ish to thank the committee for your consideration. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. C. L. Dorson, secretary-treasurer, Retirement Fed- 
eration of Civil Service Employees. 


STATEMENT OF C. L. DORSON, SECRETARY-TREASURER, RETIRE- 
MENT FEDERATION OF CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES OF THE 
UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Dorson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, for 
purposes of identification, my name is C. L. Dorson, secretary-treas- 
urer of the Retirement Federation of Civil Service Employees. 

The bill before vou, H. R. 139, and related measures, | gos ore amend- 
ment of the Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, so as to 
allow credit for certain service rendered States or theirsinstrumentali- 
ties in computing civil-service retirement benefits. The organization 
I represent does not consider these bills to be good legislation and 
opposes their enactment for the following reasons: 

1. These bills propose the allowance of credit for certain categories 
of service Se sare red under the control, or at least partial control, 
of the various States and their instrumentalities with salaries paid 
from funds provided by both the Federal and State Governments. 
Such service is, in our opinion, primarily service for a State and not 
service for the United States. 

[except that the funds for salaries are provided in part by Federal 
grants, such service differs very little from other types of State serv 
we and its creditability under the Civil Retirement Act would con- 
stitute a rather wide departure from the present and traditional con- 
cept of coverage. 

2. Since these bills select only 6 categories, 7 in the case of H. R. 
»144, of service, we consider that they are discriminatory in their 
selection. There are many other types of similar service, financed also 
in part from Federal grants, which would deserve the same consider- 
ation. In fact, the Secretary of the Treasury’s annual re aoe on the 
state of the finances for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1954, lists 50 
categories of Federal grants to States and loca] units under cireum- 
stances similar to those included in these bills. 

While we have no way to determine how many people would be 
involved under these programs, it seems reasonable to assume that 
rather large numbers of them would have an equal claim for consider- 
ation. There are also many types of borderline service, not now credit- 
able, listed in chapter R-5 of the Federal Personnel Manual which 
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would, in our opinion, have equal claim for consideration. The credit- 
ing of only a few categories of such service would, in our opinion, 
create additional inequities rather than reduce those now existing. 

. The provision for limiting combined annuities to 80 percent of 
the! 5-year average salary, contained in these bills, establishes a prece- 
dent for the limitation of total annuities even though they are re- 
ceived from separate sources. We feel that any limitation of annui- 
ties should be only on the basis of total annuity received from a given 
source and not on the aggregate amount from various sources. If 
credit for the service is justified at all, then it should be granted with- 
out penalty for benefits received from other sources. 

Our organization believes the matter dealt with in these bills to 
be one of the least pressing subjects concerning civil service retirement 
and wonders why it is accorded a hearing prior to proposed amend- 
ments of importance to greater numbers of Federal employees. 

We have requested, and again request, that the committee begin at 
the earliest possible time consideration of the m: ny other proposals 
for amending the Civil Service Retirement Act, particularly those 
concerning the computation of annuities, equal survivorship benefits 
and the adjustme ‘nt of prior rights. 

Mr. Chairman, we thank the committee for the opportunity to pres- 
ent our views. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dorson, who composes the organization which you 
represent ¢ 

Mr. Dorson. The organization that I represent, Mr. Chairman, is 
composed of approximately 85,000 now actively employed Federal em- 
ployees and a few who have retired and continued their membership 
with us of their own choosing. 

Mr. Davis. In what branches of Government and what departments 
of Government are your members ? 

Mr. Dorson. Primarily in the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Davis. I note in subparagraph 1 of your statement, you desig- 
nate the groups set out in this bill as being State employees and that 
the service they perform, I believe you said, is a State service. . Is 
that your position : about these / 

Mr. Dorson. That is the way we see it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Now, you heard Dr. Fracker’s testimony, did you not, 
about, for instance, the agricultural experiment station work and a 
number of these other categories set out here: that they begin entirely 
as Federal projects. Do you agree with that? 

Mr. Dorson. We have a very limited knowledge, at least I have a 
very limited knowledge, of the work of the Department of Agricul- 
ture in some of these categories, Mr. Chairman. I confess to that. 
However, it appears that the work done, being done, in the various 
States is primarily concerned with aid to State agriculture in that 
particular State. 

Mr. Davis. Your statement is that “Such service is, in our opinion, 
primarily service for a State and not service for the United States”? 

Mr. Dorson. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. What do you base that on? 

Mr. Dorson. On the fact that the work performed, so far as we 
have knowledge of it, was performed primarily for the benefit of agri- 
culture in that particular State. The fact that it was paid for from 
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State funds in a great many instances in conjunction with Federal 
funds or on the basis of grants of Federal funds to the States who 
administered the funds would seem to us prima facie evidence that 
it was primarily service for the State. 

Mr. Davis. You would not contend, however, 1 suppose, that you 
have better knowledge of the functions and purposes of these pro- 
grams than the Agric ulture Department 

Mr. Dorson. No, sir: | would make no such contention. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions / 

Mr. Dowpy. No questions. I think Mr. Dorson has raised a point 
that I have discussed with other witnesses while we were talking in 
the office that extension to other groups or extension in the future, 
according to their claim, was along the extension of the precedent set 
back in 1945. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No. 

Mr, Davis. Mr. Henderson ? 

Mr. Henperson. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dorson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. The next witness is Mr. John McCart, legislative rep- 
resentative, American Federation of Government Employees. 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. MeCart. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, for the purposes of the record, my 
name is John A. McCart, and I am legislative representative for the 
American Federation of Government Employees. My purpose in ap- 
pearing today is to announce the support of our federation for the 
principle enunciated in the bills now being considered by the com- 
mittee, with particular reference to H. R. 3687, 

We have been impressed by the letters we have received over a 

eriod of 4 or 5 years, indicating employees in these categories wh 
co become Federal workers and are unable to count services under 
these programs toward their Federal retirement. 

Some of the individual cases which have been brought to our at- 
tention, which I know the committee has been made aware of by previ- 
ous witnesses, are striking and impressive and for that reason we 
endorse the principle presented in these bills. 

We would ask that the committee give favorable consideration also 
to including the very few employees involved in the social sec urity 
program and the unemployment compensation program under the 
Wagner-Peyser Act, who serve under similar circumstances. 

I think that the committee members have made an excellent point 
about our reluctance to expand this coverage to a point where it will 
endanger the civil-service retirement system. We are in full accord 
with that idea but we mink that, as individual cases of merit come 
to the attention of Congress, they should be remedied. 

We think that the 6 cases enunciated in these bills, plus the 2 that 
I have mentioned to you, social security and unemployment com- 
pensation, are meritorious and therefore that there will be no danger 
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to the retirement system itself if this system is expanded to take in 
that particular type of service. 

We therefore request the committee’s favorable consideration of 
H. R. 3687 and the amendments that we have suggested, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dowdy ¢ 

Mr. Dowpy. No. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross ¢ 

Mr. Gross. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Alexander ¢ 

Mr. Atexanper. How many new people would it take in if you in- 
cluded social security and unemployment insurance ¢ 

Mr. MeCarr. It is my understanding, Mr. Alexander, that there are 
180 employees in the Bureau of E mployment Sec urity who are now 
eligible, plus a smaller number in the field, and that a similar number 
would be involved in the social-security field also so that the number 
would not exceed 500 — r those 2 programs. 

Mr. ALexanpner. That ts all. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. cae 7 

Mr. Henprerson. Do you feel that any of these other 50 agencies 
that have been mentioned fall by argument under the same classitica- 


ion of these 6 and tie 2 vou mentioned 4 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Henderson. certamly by argument they do but I 
hink we must judge by the cases that we know about. We do know 
thout the six eroups that have been brought to our attention under 

bills. We kpow about these two ndditional Lroups. 

We,asa federation, would be reluctant to suggest any further groups 


npless other evidence is brought to our attention. We do not snegest 


ole sale coverage Or nV Mreahs. Until 0 her of out members bring 


groups to our attention, we are not In favor of expanding 
esroun other th: those that we have suegested. 

Mir. Tienprasens. Asa practical matter to Insure passage of this leg- 

lation if it has a chance. do vou think that including these two other 


fems night poss bly. hecause of broadening the scope, wreck the 
chances of it bene passed / 

Mr. McCarv. My person lop nion is it is not, Mr. Henderson : how- 

r. there are wiser minds in both the House and Senate. In my 
mind it would not endanger passage of the bill. If it would, we would 
prefer that they not be me luded. We would prefer that the bil] puss 
rather than endanger the passage by including these two others. 

Mr. Hexperson. No other questions. 

Mr. Downy. I hardly see that adding 500 more would make any dif- 
ference. As a concrete example of what I have been thinking, this 
thought just came to my mind. Last year when we passed the bill 
setting up the life-insurance program for Government employees, 
there was at least one employee of the Agricultural Stabilization Com- 
mittee, whatever it is. who called me and wanted to know why 
he or people working in that office were not included in the Govern- 
ment employee insurance. Well, they are not covered at any rate 
and they felt that they should be and you will have the same thing 
here. 
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Of course, that problem, is still around with regard to borderline 
cases. You are always going to have them and it is a decision that 
has to be made. 

Mr. McCarr. That is right. 

Mr. Dowvy. I should have asked one of the prior witnesses about 
whether those people in the ASC Committee, whether ASC would 
be covered under this retirement. Maybe somebody can answer that 
for me under this bill. 

Mr. Buti. My name is Frate Bull of the Department of Agricul- 
ture. They will be covered under this bill if they formerly were 
in 1 of these 6 categories, and many of them are. 

Mr. Dowpy. Well, I assume that this particular man that talked 
to me is chairman of it; anyway, he is head of the office in Henderson 
County. I assume his salary comes from the State by State check 
and the reason why he is not covered by the insurance. Do you 
know about that? 

Mr. Buu. That is in another category; that is the field men. The 
ones I had reference to, well, if they had been in one of these cate- 
gories and were in civil service now, my understanding is that CSS 
people in the field, and we have some CSS men here, ‘L believe Mr. 
Clark in the Department of Agriculture, they are not presently under 
civil service. 

Is that correct, Mr. Clark? 

He says “yes.” Therefore, he would not be under this bill unless 
he was under civil service. 

Mr. ALexanper. One question ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Atexanper. You are familiar with the distinction in the Mur- 
ray bill as contrasted with the Rogers bill in regard to coverage ? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Auexanper. As I understand it, you would be in favor of 
the Murray bill plus two additional categories in preference to the 
other ? 

Mr. McCarrt. That is correct, Mr. Alexander. We do not suggest 
expanding the coverage of the bill to take in all of the 50 or 51 
categories. We think they should be judged on their merits. We 
have these eight cases that appear to be meritorious and we suggest 
that the committee confine its efforts to those categories. 

Mr. Davis. Any further questions? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. John Martiny, legislative attorney, General 
Accounting Office. 

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman, before the next witness, may I make 
an observation / 

There were three young ladies that came into the room a while ago. 
I understand they are from Iowa and are here observing the work 
of Congress and have come up to see the committee operate. I want 
to welcome them into the committee room. 

Mr. Davis. We all join you, Congressman Gross, in welcoming 
these people from Iowa. I might say that they are represented by 
a very able and diligent Congressman. 

Mr. Gross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Martiny, you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINY, LEGISLATIVE ATTORNEY, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Marriny. I am John H. Martiny, legislative attorney, General 
Accounting Office. 

I appreciate being here, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee, to present our views on this legislation. 

H. R. 3687 proposes to include certain periods of service as a State 
employee under five Federal-State cooperative programs or under 
a State rehabilitation corporation as a part of the aggregate period 
of service to be credited by the employee in computation of his service 
for l’ederal retirement purposes. 

In our report to the Honorable Tom Murray, chairman, Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee, we rec sainemdind against favorable 
consideration of this bill for two reasons. 

First, we felt that the bill, by including only six agricultural pro- 
grams under which service rendered as a State employee would be 
credited, would extend preferential treatment to the employees under 
those programs, as against other Federal employees who at one time 
performed service as State employees under any one of many other 
similar Federal-State programs. For example, the State employment 
service program or certain portions of the former Work Projects 
Administration programs. 

The Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee, in favorably 
reporting a similar bill, S, 1041, indicated that this matter of not 
covering all types of F silat State service that possibly should be 
included will be studied with a view to appropriate action next session. 

Such action, when completed, will remove the first grounds for 
our objection to this bill. 

The second basis for our objection still exists. The bill would 
encumber the Federal retirement system with non-Federal service. 
The Civil Service Retirement Act was designed as a system for the 
retirement of Federal and District of Columbia employees. It has 
been the consistent statutory policy not to grant credit for periods 
when the individuals were not performing service under the Federal 
Government. 

The retirement system for Government employees is a contributory 
system financed by the participating employees and the Federal Gov- 
ernment. The current rate of contribution by the employees is 6 per- 
cent of their basic compensation. Annual appropriations required in 
addition to employees’ contributions to support the plan are made by 
the Government. However, these appropriations have not been sufli- 
cient to cover the potential liability of the retirement fund. The un- 
funded liability has been‘estimated as being almost $5 billion as of 
June 30, 1952. 

This bill requires a deposit by the employees before the State service 
can be credited. However, such additional service credit will cost the 
retirement fund much more than the amount of such deposit and will 
be an additional encumbrance on the fund. 

While this additional encumbrance may seem minute when com- 
pared to the $5 billion unfunded liability, we believe that the subcom- 
mittee should give very serious consideration to this phase of the prob- 
lem before recommending that a whole new type of service credit be 


matica* 











ACCREDITED SERVICE 43 


added and before the retirement service credit be extended to any 
State service, even though the State service may have been very much 
comparable to some Federal service. 

Mr. Chairman, we do not , from the General Accounting Office, we 
do not come here to recommend against legislation of this type other 
than to show where there may be some phases of inequity. Now, we 
believe at this time that if the Senate action is carried out that the 
inequity as against different classes of employees will eventually be 
removed, so that removes the first basis of our objection. 

On the second step of our objection, we merely want to call the atten- 
tion of the subcommittee to the state of the fund and that you do give 
serious consideration before you open up‘ new fields of service credit 
that would eventually result in additional liability of the fund with- 
out at the same time giving some consideration to how that fund or 
how that liability will be overcome. 

While, Mr. Chairman, certainly I am not arene to discuss any 
technical phases or technical provisions of the bill, we leave that up 
to the Civil Service Commission, I will attempt to answer any ques- 
tions that you may have on it. 

Mr. Davis. I note in your statement you state: 

However, such additional service credit will cost the retirement fund much more 
than the amount of such deposits and will be an additional encumbrance on the 
fund. 

Do you have any figures to illustrate that statement ? 

Mr. Martiny. The figures that I have, Mr. Chairman, will be 
from the report of the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Lasseter in his statement has given us some figures. 
From his statement it appears that $8,750,000 is estimated to be paid 
in to the civil-service retirement fund under this bill and that there 
would be paid out during the 6-year period $8,820,000 ? 

Mr. Marrtny. I believe, though, in order to get a true picture we 
should use the mortality tables and the percentage figures that the 
Civil Service Commission would use for any group of individuals. 

There is a table numbered 2 in their report on the civil-service re- 
tirement and disability fund and this is printed as Senate Document 
No, 8. This appears on page 6, which shows that in order to keep 
the fund from incurring further liabilities that the appropriation 
should approximate 5.58 percent of the payroll. 

As I understand this, and here again I am no expert on this, these 
possibly should be explained by the representatives of the Civil Serv- 
ice Commission, but if the individual paid in 6 percent, then in order 
to make the fund whole for all of this back service it would require 
an additional appropriation of 5.58 percent which would indicate to 
me that the amount that will be paid in by the individuals, taking 
into consideration the fact that the percentage during prior years was 
less than 6 percent, would indicate that the Government should also 
put in an equal amount of money to make the fund whole. 

Mr. Davis. Do you mean 6 percent compounded interest or 6 percent 
straight ? 

Mr. Martiny. Six percent of the payroll and the interest would be 
in addition. 

Mr. Davts. The 6 percent that you say would require an additional 
5.58 percent, that 6 percent, is it just 6 percent of the salaries or does 
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that include the compound interest which I understand would have to 
be paid with the 6 percent ? 

Mr. Martiny. No; that was just a general figure. 

Mr. Davis. Six percent. 

Mr. Marriny. It would not be true figure to use 6 percent of pay- 
rolls. 

Mr. Davis. What I am getting at is, would the compounded interest 
change the figure which you have just given us? 

Mr. Marrixy. It would, I am sure that it would. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dowdy. 

Mr. Downy. (¢ ‘ompound interest might or might not because of the 
fact that the 6 percent is being paid on a much smaller salary than they 
are drawing now so the compound interest might bring it up to what 
they are drawing now ¢ 

Mr. Marriny. It would not be computed on 6 percent of what they 
are taking in now. I am talking now about the amount that the in- 
dividual is going to have to pay into the fund. The amount that he 
would have to pay into the fund would be the percentages on the salary 
that he was receiving at that time. 

Mr. Downy. That is what Lam talking about. When you compound 
interest, it would bring it up to about the salary he is getting today ¢ 

Mr. Martiny. That might be true. I do not know that that would 
work out. At one time he only had to pay 21% percent and another 
time 3 percent of his salary. Some of these periods of service go 
back into the 1930’s and I presuine will be on that 214 percent and 
> percent of his salary rather than the 6 percent. 

So if it were today, it would be 6 percent, but some of the salaries, 
you see, go way back and will not be in the 6 percent. 

Mr. Downy. Every once in a while I get a letter and I have won- 
dered just how much the unfunded liability of the Government or 
of the taxpayers amounts to each year because every once in a while 
I get a letter that is from a man who is retired wanting it doubled 
and he ss ays it will not cost the taxpayers anything because “we have 
already paid for it.” Actually, the taxpayers do have to subsidize 
this fund; do they not ? 

Mr. Martiny. That is right. 

Mr. Downy. About how much per year does that run now ? 

Mr. Marriny. According to this table, it should run for the fiscal 
year following June 30, 1953, which would be the fiscal year 1954, 
the appropriation should be $397,519,200; that would keep the fund 
current; that would keep the fund from going further into an un- 
funded liability. That, however, will not make up for the unfunded 
liability. 

Mr. Downy. This approach is half a billion dollars liability that is 
put on the taxpayer ¢ 

Mr. Marriny. Very closely. We have recently made an audit of 
this civil-service retirement fund and, while it has not been checked 
yet, the Civil Service Commission has had an opportunity to review 
it and I expect that we will have some comments in there, at least a 
note in the financial statement, which show that the unfunded lability 
from the start in 1920 has now reached almost the figure of $5 billion. 

Mr. Downy. That is starting from when ¢ 
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Mr. Marriny. 1920, when the pension system was first started. 
When they first started off, they started off w ith an unfunded liability 
because they permitted ¢ redit for service prior to 1920 without at that 
time putting i in any money. 

Mr. Dowpy. And of course at that time the Government compared 
to now, had a negligible number of employees / 

Mr. Martiny. That is correct. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. Do you recall what the unfunded liability was when 
this thing started ¢ 

Mr. Marriny. No: I do not. I suspect that it would show up in 
this report in some phase because they break it down into two costs, 
the normal cost of continuing the fund and the normal deficiency 
cost, so | suspect it would be in here. 

Mr. Gross. It is not too important except that I was wondering 
how it built up progressively, the amounts that it built up since then. 

I want to ask one other question. Are you suggesting here that it 
might be well to study this legislation, and Jet it go into the next 
Congress or that the legislation now be passed and then the defects 
be ironed out at a later date? 

Is that what you are saying here in connection with S. 1401? 

Mr. Marriny. The only reason for extending it into the next session 
would be to bring in other similar groups. We have receded from that 
position. In other words, we are not recommending now that you 
delay action for that reason because we believe that the Senate has 
promised, well, the report indicates th: at they have promised to investi 
gate those other programs to bring them in in a bill next session if 
they are applicable. 

So the only reason that we have here this morning for indicating 
any objection to the bill is jus st this one re ason, which is to the effect 
that we believe the subcommittee should give very serious consider- 
ation before opening new fields of service « en dit and we believe that 
this will open a new field of service credit by giving service credit 
while the employee was an employee of the State. It really is State 
service rather than Federal service. 

Mr. Davis. What do you say about the precedent established already 
with reference to the county agents / 

Mr. Marriny. Well, the work may be similar. I am not familiar 
with that decision. 

Mr. Davis. But it was that same kind of program and category 
prior to its recognition and inclusion in this same service program ? 

Mr. Marriny. But, under present law, it is my understanding that 
in order to have this service credited for retirement purposes, those 
individuals must be cenecerhs as Federal employees so there must 
have been some way that the Civil Service Commission was able to 
determine that this particular group of employees to whom you are 
referring are Federal employees. 

Mr. Davis. Are you able to put your finger on it and say that this 
is the reason ? 

Mr. Martiny. I am sure that that would have to be the reason be- 

cause as much as I know about it now, which is very little, the only 
way they could have been brought in would be on the basis that they 
were performing service as Federal employees. In order to be a 
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Federal employee for these purposes he must have been appointed 
by a Federal officer. He must be under the supervision of a Federal 
officer. It is not too important that his salary is paid from Federal 
appropriations, but he must meet at least those two requirements that 
he is performing a Federal function and that he is appointed by a 
Federal] officer and that he is under the supervision of a Federal officer. 

Now, I presume that this class of people to whom you are referring 
met those qualifications. 

Mr. Gross. If I may, Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. Are directors of extension work Federal officers? 

Mr. Marrtrxy. I really do not know. I am not familiar enough 
with these different types of programs to know that. 

Mr. Davis. Any further questions ? 

Mr. Gross. No further questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Alexander? 

Mr. ALExANpER. What percentage of the retirement fund paid in 
by the employees, what is the percentage paid by the employees, in 
regard to full payment of retirement ? 

Mr. Marttny. Today he pays in 6 percent. Now, the normal cost 
that would result from the liability of his individual retirement is 
shown in this table as being 8.78, which means that the Government 
should pay in addition to that 6 percent 2.78; that is the normal 
costs that will accrue hereafter. But in order to make up the de- 
ficiency that has already accrued, the Government should add to 
that 2.8 percent more, which would make a total of 5.58. 

Mr. Avexanper. Actually, the retirement system is cheaper for 
the Government than social security, is it not? 

Mr. Martrny. I believe the social security 

Mr. Avexanper. It is 50-50? 

Mr. Martriny. It is 50-50 but I do not know what the percentages 
are right now. I do know that the railroad retirement is in a similar 
situation. Their fund is in the same way. Their tax is over 12 per- 
cent, whereas in order to maintain the fund it should be about 13 
percent. So the unfunded liability is accruing there the same way 
as it is here. 

Mr. ALExANDER. Your whole objection goes to the point of Federal 
employment or not? 

Mr. Martriny. That is right. 

Mr. ALExanper. It does not go to the point of whether it is paid 
by Federal funds or not? 

Mr. Martrny. Well, sir, I just cannot follow that. The objection 
is, really, that if you are going to open the field to a new type of 
service credit, then somebody should give consideration to providing 
the money in the fund to cover this new type of service and possibly 
some money in the fund which would be Federal] funds. 

Mr. Avexanper. The point I am making is that Federal employ- 
ment is a technical determination that is subject to different inter- 
pretations ? 

Mr. Martrny. I do not know that it is subject to different inter- 
pretations. We try to use the same interpretations on the dual com- 
pensation law, for example. We have used the same criteria in de- 
termining whether a man is in violation of the dual compensation 








e 


ACCREDITED SERVICE 47 


laws. If he isa State employee, then, of course, we are not concerned 
about his violating statutes relating to dual compensation of Federal 
employees. 

So we use the same criteria to determine whether that man is a 
Federal employee or State employee, so I do not know that there would 
be different interpretations applied to the same employment. I would 
suspect that they would be the same criteria. 

Mr. Arexanper. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Henderson. 

Mr. Henverson. Mr. Chairman, if your objection number one were 
removed and this field were increased to a greater extent and the 
deficit increased even more, your objections would be even greater, 
would they not ? 

Mr. Martiny. They would; yes, sir. And of course, if the commit- 
tee determines that that is the policy that should be followed and you 
open this new field, then of course we have no objection. Our position 
is merely bringing these matters to your attention and then to let you 
decide what should be done. From then on we have no objection. 

Mr. Henperson. There is one further question and this is just for 
my own information. 

You say that the unfunded liability as of 1952 was $5 billion. Is 
there a figure for that as of about now? 

Mr. Marriny. I suspect that there would be a method of computing 
that from this report filed as of June 30, 1953, but our audit report 
did not cover that, and from my cursory examination of this report 
I was not able to get those figures out of here and that is why I used 
the 1952 period because there I was fairly sure that that was right. 
I suspect that that would be at least $5 billion as of June 30, 1953. 

Mr. Henverson. No further questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you very much, Mr. Martiny. 

Mr. Martiny. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Warren B. Irons, Director, Bureau of Departmental 
Operations of the United States Civil Service Commission. 

Is Mr. Ruddock going to appear with you? 


STATEMENT OF WARREN B. IRONS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF DE- 
PARTMENTAL OPERATIONS, ACCOMPANIED BY ANDREW RUD- 
DOCK, CHIEF, RETIREMENT DIVISION, UNITED STATES CIVIL 
SERVICE COMMISSION 


Mr. Irons. I am accompanied by Mr. Andrew Ruddock, Chief of 
the Retirement Division. I thought it would be better for Mr. Rud- 
dock to come along because there are many questions that will be asked 
that I may not be competent to answer and I am hoping that Mr. 
Ruddock will be able to do so. 

Mr. Davis. We will be happy to have both of you gentlemen with us. 

Mr. Irons. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like to 
have introduced into the record the letter addressed to the Honorable 
Tom Murray, chairman of the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, under date of June 3, 1955, from the Chairman of the Com- 
mission. 

Mr. Davis. That may be done. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


Untrep States Civit SERVICE COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., June 8, 1955. 
Hon. ToM MURRAY 


Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 

Drar Mr. Murray: I am referring further to your recent letters relative to 
H. R. 139, H. R. 379, H. R. 1789, H. R. 3687, and H. R. 4531, bills to amend the 
Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, as amended, to provide for the in- 
clusion in the computation of accredited service of certain periods of service 
rendered States or instrumentalities of States, and for other purposes. 

Any one of these bills would, if enacted, allow credit under the Civil Service 
Retirement Act for service as an employee of a State (including Alaska, Hawaii, 
and Puerto Rico) or any instrumentality thereof, if such service was performed 
exclusively or primarily in carrying out any of the following programs: 

1, Program of a State rural rehabilitation corporation created for the pur- 
pose of handling rural relief. 

2. Federal-State cooperative program of agricultural experiment-station 
research and investigation. 

3. Federal-State cooperative program of vocational education. 

4. Federal-State cooperative program of agricultural extension work. 

5. Federal-State cooperative program of forest and watershed protection. 

6. Federal-State cooperative program for the control of plant pests and 
animal diseases. 

Under the proposal, this credit would be allowed only if the individual later 
becomes an employee of the Federal or District of Columbia Government in a 
position wherein he is subject to the retirement law and has, at date of retire- 
ment, completed at least 5 years of Government service in addition to the State 
service. Also. the employee would be required to contribute to the civil-service 
retirement fund the regular percentage deductions and interest covering the State 
employment. Should he be entitled to annuity under both a State plan and the 
civil-service retirement system, the Federal annuity could not exceed an amount 
which, when added to the State benefit, would product 80 percent of the highest 
average annual basie salary for any 5 consecutive years’ service. 

The United States can and does utilize at least three different methods to carry 
out its functions: First, it may do the job itself. In such case, it appoints the 
employees, directs and controls their work, and compensates them directly. The 
appointees involved in this transaction are clearly Government employees and 
entitled to all rights and privileges, and subject to all obligations, attaching to 
such relationship. 

Second, the United States may enter into a contract with an outside organiza- 
tion to perform the service. In that situation the contracting firm appoints, dis- 
charges, pays, and controls the work of the persons engaged on the project. There 
is no privity of contract hetween these persons and the United States, and they are 
responsible only to the contractor. Typical examples are the building of a 
proposed Potomac River bridge and the manufacture of tanks and planes. The 
workers are not Federal employees even though the United States benefits from 
their labors. 

Third, the United States may furnish funds to States or other outside agencies. 
For example, the Federal Government grants and lends monetary and other aids 
to the several States in the development of many and varied programs, such as 
agriculture, public roads, education, social service, relief, ete. Although Federal 
funds are used, these programs are essentially State functions, and the employees 
engaged in their administration are employees of the State government. Any 
obligation as regards retirement of these persons is a State matter, and no reason 
is apparent why the Federal Government should assume liability for the payment 
of retirement benefits to them and to their survivors based on such service simply 
because they later enter Federal service. Such individuals are selected, employed, 
and supervised by the State and the fact that a portion of their salaries is paid 
from funds originally appropriated by Congress would not distinguish them from 
other State employees. 

Allowance the civil-service retirement credit is confined to service as an 
employee of the Federal or District of Columbia government. The Civil Service 
Retirement Act is designed as a system for the retirement of Federal and District 
of Columbia employees, is intended to be in the nature of an award for faithful 
service to the Government, and is part of its personnel program. The Commis- 
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sion has consistently been unable to concur in enactment of proposals of this 
nature which would grant credit for periods when the individuals were not 
Federal employees in any sense. We are not overlooking the fact that allowance 
of such service would doubtless make Federal recruiting easier in the fields 
involved. However, the same thing could be said regarding any other recruit- 
ment. As an example, the Navy Department could well utilize on a ship repair 
project a skilled mechanic who had helped build the ship while he was working 
for a private shipyard. Carpenters could be recruited from a contractor engaged 
in constructing a Government building, and the situation could project itself 
into practically any field of endeavor. Accordingly, a precedent established 
by enactment of any one of these bills would undoubtedly be urged in support 
of proposals for extending credit for almost any type of outside employment. 

The proposal is discriminatory in that it selects for this preferential treatment 
persons engaged in just six programs. The Secretary of the Treasury’s annual 
report on the state of the finances for the fiscal year 1953 shows that there were 
51 different types of grants to States and local units, as well as 37 types of Fed- 
eral-aid payments to individuals, ete., within the States other than direct grants 
and loans. Requests have already been received for inclusion of additional 
groups in this proposed legislation. One such request involved the program of 
Unemployment Compensation and Employment Service Administration; we are 
informed that on June 30, 1954, there were 42,088 full-time positions in all State 
and Territorial agencies administering this program, plus an unknown number 
of temporary employees fluctuating with increases and decreases in unemploy- 
ment. As regards a request for inclusion of the State-Federal-aid-highway pro- 
gram, we were unable to secure figures on potential beneficiaries, but the cited 
report by the Secretary of the Treasury shows that for the fiscal year 1953 regu- 
lar grants of $515,444,540 and emergency grants of $1,866,254 were made for 
this purpose. 

Of the six programs listed in the bills for which credit would be given for 
State service, five are programs within the sphere of activities of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. We have been advised by that Department 
that if any one of the subject bills is enacted, an estimated 42,000 present and 
former State employees would have State service potentially creditable under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act. If the bill were amended to extend the pro- 
posed credit to other agricultural programs in which service is rendered under 
like circumstances, the services of an estimated additional 18,000 present and 
former State employees would be potentially creditable. 

Because of the administrative cost which would be involved, we have not 
undertaken the complete survey which would be necessary to analyze each of 
the other programs listed by the Secretary of the Treasury in his report. How- 
ever, a complete study would show, we believe, that if the. bills were amended to 
include all programs similar to those now specified, the extension of credit for 
State service could potentially benefit many thousands of additional employees. 

It has been estimated by proponents of an earlier similar bill that the average 
period of State service involved is about 5 years, and that the approximate 5 
year average salary for determining the annuity would be around $6,000. If the 
ease described is an average one, the increase in annuity would be $450, which, 
assuming retirement at age 62, has a value of about $5,200. This cost would he 
partially offset by the deposit required to be made by the employee in order to 
receive the additional service credit. The amount of deposit would depend upon 
the time and the salary at which the State service was rendered, and might 
average around $1,200. The bill thus offers a substantial bargain to the employee 
financially able to make the deposit, involving a cost to the Government of about 
$4.000 in the average case. 

The Commission cannot favor enactment of these bills. While this position 
is based in part on the discrimination involved in benefiting the employees of only 
6 of the 50 or more similar programs, we could not favor the proposal if the 
discriminatory feature were removed. 

The Civil Service Retirement Act is a staff retirement system adopted as part 
of the personnel policy of the Government. One of the clear concepts of this sys- 
tem is that all of its obligations and all of its benefits stem directly from the 
employer-employee relationship which exists between the United States and the 
individual. Annuity benefits are given for a period of employment only when 
the service was rendered in this employer-employee relationship. 

To depart from the present concept would necessitate finding a criterion as 
to when the United States should be obligated to provide retirement benefits 
for periods of non-Federal employment. Clearly any proposals to credit all 
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employment resulting from the expenditure of Federal funds, or all employ- 
ment from which the Government derived some benefit, or all employment for 
any State or municipal government, would be rejected as being prohibitively 
costly and as going far beyond any reasonable obligation of the United States to 
provide retirement security. We do not believe any line could be drawn which 
could in equity and justice distinguish between different groups of non-Federal 
employees in these categories. 

A recent proposal which would have gone beyond the present concept was 
rejected by Congress when the conference committee on April 19, 1955, elimi- 
nated from H. R. 4903 an amendment which would have granted retirement 
credit for employment with the senatorial Republican and Democratic cam- 
paign committees. 

The Government, through a provision in the Retirement Act for vesting an- 
nuity benefits at age 62 after a minimum of 5 years of civilian employment, 
fulfills any reasonable obligation it might have to provide retirement benefits 
to an individual who spends only a part of his working lifetime in the Federal 
service and then leaves to enter other employment. Similarly, if the 5 years 
or more of Federal service come at the end of his working career, he receives 
a retirement benefit for this part of his life’s work. In this latter case, we 
ean find no reasonable basis on which the Government should assume a respon- 
sibility to pay annuity based on prior service rendered to some other employer, 
and for which such other employer was directly responsible. 

Section 2 of the bill provides for the waiver of the time limitation for filing 
disability retirement claim if the failure to file timely claim was occasioned by 
the fact that the employee was not at time of separation considered as sub- 
ject to the Retirement Act. In any such case, the employee would not have 
been making contribution to the retirement fund, and the Commission does not 
believe that in the very few instances involved such waiver would be justified. 

Adverse action on these bills is reeommended. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there would be no objection to the 
submission of this report to your committee. 

By direction of the Commission: 

Sincerely yours, 


PuHirr Youne, Chairman. 


Mr. Irons. The Civil Service Commission opposes enactment of any 
or all of these bills. It does it primarily on the grounds that this 
would be establishing a precedent. 

The Federal retirement system up to now has been confined to 
bona fide employees of the Federal Government or the District of 
Columbia. We have defined, since the beginning of the act, a Federal 
employee as an individual who is appointed by a Federal officer, su- 
pervised by a Federal officer and performing a Federal function—all 
three items. 

There has been mention of a decision made in 1945 saying that 
county agents would thereafter be eligible for the benefits of the re- 
tirement act. 

The decision was made by the Commission in 1944 that certain 
county agents were in fact Federal employees because those particu- 
lar county agents did have a Federal appointment, were supervised 
by Federal Officers, and were performing a Federal function. 

There are county agents and were county agents who were not ap- 
pointed by the Federal Government and they are not covered under 
the Civil Service Retirement Act. So that, in fact, passage of this 
legislation would establish a significant principle. 

Mr. Davis. Excuse me, I would like to ask a question if you do not 
mind an interruption ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Davis. I had understood that all county agents were now 
included ? 
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Mr. Irons. That is not my understanding. Do you have any further 
understanding, Mr. Ruddock ? 

Mr. Ruppocx. Not unless the Department of Agriculture has 
changed its policy somewhat and has now given Federal appointments 
to all county agents. 

Mr. Davis. If you could distinguish and give us the number and 
designation of them, I would like to have it. 

Mr. Irons. I do not have it. 

Mr. Davis. Distinguish between the two groups of county agents. 

Mr. Ruppock. I have no information on that. It is my understand- 
ing that the county agent is first selected by the State officials and that 
he becomes a Federal employee only if and when the Department of 
Agriculture gives him an appointment as an employee of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. Davis. That would make it, then, joint action on the part of the 
State and the Federal Government ¢ 

Mr. Ruppock. That is right. He is an employee of the State and 
he is also an employee of the Federal Government. 

Mr. Gross. Will you yield? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. What criteria are used as between these county agents? 
How are they selected ? 

Mr. Irons. I do not think that either Mr. Ruddock or I could answer 
that question. The decision is made by the Secretary of Agriculture 
to whom he will give a Federal appointment and whom he will not. 
What criteria he uses I do not know. 

Mr. Gross. Then this is a policy matter on the part of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture ? 

Mr. Irons. I believeso. I believe you would have to have testimony 
from the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Ruppock. I would say this, that we have relied consistently on 
certification from the Department of Agriculture, a certification in 
which they tell us that this individual was an employee of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture or, on the other hand, they tell us he did not have 
a Federal appointment. 

Mr. Gross. Will the chairman yield further ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. What other agency or agencies of (government have this 
policy of designating appointment of Federal employees, who made 
the Federal employees? ? 

Mr. Irons. Whether there is a Federal-State relationship ? 

Mr. Gross. That is right. 

Mr. Irons. The only one I can think of is the Department of Interior. 

Mr. Ruppock. And the Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. Gross. Two others. 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dowpy. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dowdy. 

Mr. Dowpy. On that point it has been, for instance in my county the 
commissioner of the county rather effectively decides who is going to 
be county agent in the county because the county pays part of the 
salary. 

Mr. Gross. I am not sure but I think in Iowa the county boards of 
supervisors. 
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Mr, Downy. They are the county governing boards, are they not? 

Mr. Gross. They are called county boards or supervisors elected by 
the people. 

Mr. Downy. That is right; I am sure it is the same situation. 

Mr. ALExANpeER. I am sure it isthe same in North Carolina. 

Mr. Davis. I have always been under the impression that that situa- 
tion exists in Georgia. 

Mr. Ruppock. I do not think there is any question on the part of 
States to find. I think you will find that that same discretion exists 
with the Secretary of Agriculture as to whether he wil] appoint that 


same individual as an employee of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 


Mr. Davis. It takes joint action ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes. 

Mr. Gross. But, Mr. Chairman, it is important for us to know the 
criteria for selection or designation of these persons as Federal em- 
ployees or State employees. 

Mr. Davis. You may proceed. 

Mr. Irons. To Congressman Gross’s point, I think that would have 
to come from the Secretary of Agriculture or his representative. 

We have not made any effort to determine the total cost to the Fed- 
eral Government if these bills are passed for the simple reason we do 
not have available to us comprehensive data as to just how many would 
be covered, how many would be brought under, how many would 
choose to be covered. 

Mr. Davis. Are you prepared to differ with the figures Mr. Lasseter 
gave us? 

Mr. Irons. No, sir: we are not prepared to differ. They have, T am 
sure, far more information than we have available to us. We have 
some information from the Department of Agriculture and that is all. 

I would like to say this with regard to the cost that proponents of 
an earlier bill have estimated that the average period of state service 
for any individual involved here would be about five years and that the 
average 5-year salary for computing the annuity would be around 
$6.000. 

Tf we assume that an individual would retire at age 62, on the basis 
just cited, passage of this legislation would increase his annuity on 
the average of $450 a year. The value of that annuity if he went to 
purchase it at 62 would be $5,200. 

Under these bills the amount of the deficit is estimated to be made 
by the employees to be around $1,200, which means that relating it 
to a single average individual, the cost to be met by the Government 
from the trust account would be about $4,000 in the average case. 

You could multiply the $4,000 by the number of people who are in- 
volved in it. It is not large, of course, in relation to the total funds 
available or to our total income. I would not want to debate the 
issue on the matter of cost, I prefer to rely on the issue that these 
people were not at the time the service was rendered Federal em- 
ployees in accordance with the concept of Federal employment as it 
applies to the Federal Retirement Act. 

With your permission, I would like to ask Mr. Ruddock if he would 
like to expand on that at all. 

Mr. Ruppocx. I think only in this respect. There has been some 
question raised as to whether the function performed by these individ- 
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uals was a Federal function or a State function. My own personal 
concept of it is that in effect the Federal Government got in contact 
with the State and said, “We have a project in which we are jointly 
interested. We as the Federal Government will put up all or some 
of the money. We will also furnish some employees. If you will 
cooperate and furnish some State money and furnish some State em- 
ployees, between us we thing we can do a job.” 

Then in 1940 an extension of the Retirement Act was passed and 
the Federal Government at that time said, “We are going to furnish 
retirement benefits for our employees,” and I think what we are say- 
ing in effect in these bills is that we will also furnish retirement bene- 
fits for the State employees. 

Mr. Davis. How do you get that conception of it when all that this 
bill undertakes to do is to give credit to those who are now serving 
and who have qualified and are eligible under the civil-service system 
and not bring in any new employees to come into the system. It will 
apps only to those who are now in the system and give them some 
additional credit. 

Mr. Ruppock. Give them credit for the period in which the individ- 
ual was a State employee. 

Mr. Davis. So it is not proposed, as I understand this legislation, 
to give retirement benefits to State employees; it is merely to give 
some additional credit to Federal employees. 

Mr. Ruppock. You are quite right, sir. 

Mr. Davis. For the service which they rendered back under the 
joint program. 

Mr. Ruppock. That is exactly right, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Well, go ahead. 

Mr. Ruppock. I have nothing further to add. 

Mr. Davis. Had you finished your statement ? 

Mr. Irons. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Dowdy ? 

Mr. Downy. Not right now. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Gross? 

Mr. Gross. No. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Alexander ? 

Mr. Atexanper. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Henderson ? 

Mr. Henperson. No questions. 

Mr. Davis. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Irons. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Thomas G. Walters, operations director, Govern- 
ment Employees’ Council, A. F. of L. 

We have just a few minutes. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, A. F. OF L. 


Mr. Watters. I will not take but a few mniutes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. We are glad to have you with us. 

Mr. Watrers. Thank you,:Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the op- 
portunity of appearing before this committee and the Government 
Employees’ Council, after making a study of the legislation before 
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this committee, desires to be placed on record as supporting the prin- 
ciple and intent that is outlined in H. R. 3687. 

Now, I am sure that those of us who back in the early days of county 
agents and home demonstration agents were living in rural counties 
know something of the starting of ‘this work. I happen to have been 
serving as county school superintendent of my home county in 1920 
when we put on the first county agent and the first home-demonstra- 
tion agent in that county. It was a long time before I knew who was 
paying the bill for the county agent, whether it was the Federal Gov- 
ernment or the State or the county. 

Back in those davs you got a little money wherever you could to 
pay these people and they were certainly controlled in their activities 
at that time, were controlled by the Federal Government. You could 
not start a project of any kind unless you had th approval from the 
Department of Agriculture, so it seems to me that those people, even 
though they were selected by the county commissioners, they had to be 
approved by the F ‘ederal and State Government. 

So it is my experience in this subject which leads me to believe that 
for all intents and purposes these people were Federal employees 
even though they were not officially so designated back in the early 
days. So I am very much inclined to think that it is nothing but 
fair and right for those people who have later become eligible for the 
Federal retirement system to go back and pick up these few years 
that they served in the beginning of this period when no one knew 
exactly whether they were employed by the State or the Federal Gov- 
ernment or by the county. 

The county certainly ‘could not fire them. They could do like Mr. 
Dowdy said, they could quit paying their part of the money, but as 
I remember you could not fire a county agent unless you went to 
Athens, Ga., and got approval of some of the officials in some-of the 
Extension Service. 

Mr. Downy. Cutting off their salary is a pretty good way of getting 
rid of them. 

Mr. Watters. Yes; but it was certainly a complex question back 
in those days. I have not been back to it recently and I do not 
know whether it is as complex as it was. It is my understanding, 
in getting some letters from county agents, especially throughout 
the State of Geor gia, I was of the opinion now that all county agents 
were Federal employees. I did not know that there was any dif- 
ference and one county might have a Federal county agent and the 
next county down the road might have a State or some other type 
of agent. 

I thought at this time they were all under the Federal Government. 
All the ones that I have heard from state that they are eligible for 
Federal retirement now. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that it would be a step in the right 
direction to give these people credit for the time they served. 

Mr. Davis. Any questions, gentlemen ? 

We appreciate very much having had you with us. 

Mr. Watrers. I would like to have this statement made a part of 
the record. 
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Mr. Davis. Your prepared statement will be admitted into the 
record. 


Mr. Watters. Thank you, sir. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT 
EMPLOYEES’ Councit, A. F. or L. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way of introduction, my 
name is Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ 
Council of the American Federation of Labor, Washington, D. C. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of Labor 
is made up of 21 national and international unions whose membership, in whole 
or in part, are civil-Sservice employees. The total Federal and postal employee 
membership of the Government Employees’ Council is more than 500,000. 

For many years the Government Employees’ Council has supported the prin- 
ciple as outlined in H. R. 3687, making it possible for employees to include 
in their Federal retirement system service rendered States or instrumentalities 
of States and for other related types of work. We believe that H. R. 3687 is 
a step in the right direction and trust that this committee will immediately 
recommend tu the Senate legislation that will make it possible for these em- 
plovees to compute all of the service under the Federal retirement system. 

We personally know several employees who, at the request of the head of the 
agency, were transferred from one type of work to another and in many cases 
were placed in positions that were not eligible for Federal retirement coverage. 
H. R. 3687 would seek to correct this type of injustices to employees. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is our opinion that all 
employees who work on jobs paid for by joint Federal and State funds should 
be eligible to be covered under the Federal retirement system, and as I under- 
stand the intent of H. R. 3687 it provides in substance the coverage of employees 
paid from joint Federal and State funds. 

We respectfully urge that the intent of H. R. 3687 be speedily enacted into law. 

We appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee and endors- 
ing the principle as outlined in H. R, 3687, introduced by Chairman Tom Murray 
of the House Post Office and Civil Service Committee. 


Mr. Davis. Is there anyone else here who would desire to be heard ? 


If not, the subcommittee will adjourn, subject to the call of the 
Chair. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee recessed, subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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